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SENATE

Moxpay, May 6, 1929

The Rev. Joseph R. Sizoo, D. D., minister of the New York
Avenue Presbyterian Church of the city of Washington, offered
the following prayer:

O Thou who art ever mindful of Thine own, who knowest how
prone we are to forget Thee when health and success attend our
way and whose refuge we seek in times of distress and need,
we ask Thy forgiveness for our want of gratitude and our lack
of filial affection. Grant us for yet another day Thy watchful
providence over all our tasks, Thy wise counsel in all our delib-
erations, Thy sustaining grace in all our needs, and Thy atoning
love for all our sins. Through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read the Journal of the proceed-
ings of the legislative day of Monday, April 29, 1929, when, on
request of Mr. JoNes and by unanimous consent, the further
reading was dispensed with and the Journal was approved.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. McNARY. Mr, President, I suggest the absence of a
quornm.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Allen Fletcher Klngo Shortridge
Ashurst Frazier La Follette Simmons
Barvkley Gearge McKellar Smith
Bingham Gillett McMaster Smoot

Black Glass MeNar, Bteck

Blaine Glenn Meteal. Steiwer
Blease Goff Mogses Swanson
Borah Goldsborough Norbeck Thomas, Idaho
Bratton Greene Norris Thomas, Okla,
Brookhart Hale Nye Townsend
Broussard Harris die Trammell
Burton Harrison Overman Tydings
Capper Hagtin, Patterson Tyson
Caraway Hatfiel Phipps Vandenberg
Connally Hawes ine. Wagner
Copeland Hayden Pittman Walcott
Couzens Hebert Ransdell Walsh, Masgs.
Cutting Heflin Reed Walsh, Mont,
Dale Howell Robinson, Ark. arren
Deneen Johnson Robinson, Ind, Waterman
Dill Jones Backett Watson

Edge Kean Schall Wheeler
Fess Keyes Sheppard

Mr. SCHALL. My colleague the senior Senator from Minne-
sota [Mr. SuipsTeAp] is still ill and confined in a hospital

The VICE PRESIDENT. Ninety-one Senators have answered
to their names, A quorum is present.

LIMITA‘!‘ION OF DEBATE ON DEBENTURE PLAN

Mr. MoNARY. Mr. President, I think it is eminently fair
to those who favor the debenture plan and those who oppose it
to have ample notice of the closing of debate upon that feature
of the pending farm relief bill, There are several Senators who
desire yet to be heard, and having that matter well in mind
and giving it due consideration, I propose the following unani-
mous-consent agreement and ask that it may be read at the
desk.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The proposed unanimous-consent
agreement will be read.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

It is agreed by unanimous consent that after 2 o'clock p. m. on the
calendar day of Wednesday, May 8, 1929, ng SBenator shall speak more
than once or longer than 10 minutes upon the pending amendment of
the Benstor from Indlana [Mr. WarsoN] to strike out section 10 as
amended, relating to the debenture plan.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I am perfectly
willing to enter into an agreement to limit debate and personally
I have no objection to the arrangement the Senator suggests.
It has been indicated to me, however, by at least one Senator
that it would be desirable to make the time limit 15 minutes
instead of 10 minutes in view of the fact that some Senators
think they will not be able to speak before the time limit goes
into effect. I wonder if the Senator from Oregon would be will-
ing to make that modification?

Mr. McNARY. I shall be glad to accommodate those who
desire to speak, but I may say to the Senator from Arkansas
that the unanimous-consent agreement does not operate until 2
o'clock on Wednesday. There will, therefore, be no limitation
on time to speak until Wednesday at 2 o'clock; that is, there
will be all of to-day and all of to-morrow and on Wednesday
until 2 o'c¢lock for those who desire to speak at length. So far
as I am advised there are only five or six Members who desire
to deliver set speeches. Conseguently it occurs to me that by
fixing the time at 2 o'clock on Xtednesday no one who desires
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to discuss the pending motion to strike out will be denied full
opportunity to do so. Baut if the Senator from Arkansas desires
that we amend the request by changing it to 15 minutes instead
of 10 minutes I shall enter no objection.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I think we might as well do it.
I would not object to moving the time forward when the time
limit should go into effect. I think if it went into effect at, say,
1 o'clock on Wednesday it would suit my purpose,

Mr. McNARY. Very well. I would be willing to accede to
that modification if it is the desire of Senators.

Mr, JOHNSON. Mr. President, I do not want to interfere,
of course, with the unanimous-consent agreement to vote at any
time that may be deemed appropriate upon the very important
amendment now before us, but it is obvious that there are many
who desire to be heard upon the subject. It may be that to-day
and to-morrow will be ample for that purpose. So far as I am
concerned, I want to be heard for a very brief period. I would
not object to the fixing of an hour to-morrow after which debate
should be limited, but I would prefer that it be provided that
after the hour named 20 minutes shall be allowed for debate.

We know the difficulties under which individuals in the
Senate labor in their endeavors to present their views in a mat-
ter of this sort. We know how courteous and kind and con-
siderate the chairman of the committee has been, and I do not
want in any degree to interfere with his program. But I do
hope that if the unanimous-consent agreement is entered into it
will permit, after the hour which shall be named, 20 minutes in
which each Senator may be heard upon the pending amendment,

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, let me suggest
that under the arrangement proposed by the Senator from
Oregon the limitation of debate would not go into effect until
2 o'clock on next Wednesday. That would give the entire time
throughout to-day and to-morrow and up until 2 o'clock on
Wednesday for debate without limitation. The Senate, of
course, by regulating its hour of recess or adjournment, could
command as much time as might be necessary. I feel that the
request made by the Senator from Oregon is a reasonable one,
and for my part I am not going to object to it, but I would like
to see it modified so as to make the time limit 15 minutes in-
stead of 10 minutes.

Mr. JOHNSON. I suggest that it be made 20 minutes,

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. If the Senator from Oregon is
willing, I have no objection to fixing it at 20 minutes.

Mr. McNARY. Personally I do not think it makes much dif-
ference whether the limitation is 10 or 15 or 20 minutes. In
my opinion, the debate will be over by 2 o'clock on Wednes-
day. However, I am willing to accede to the request of the
Senator from California.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The unanimous consent is to go
into effect At 2 o'clock on Wednesday as the time for the limita-
tion on debate to begin?

Mr. McNARY, It is,

Mr, BRATTON. I understood that the Senator from Oregon
agreed to fix the hour at 1 o'clock next Wednesday instead of
2 o'clock?

Mr. McNARY. I made no such request. The suggestion was
offered by the able Senator from Arkansas [Mr, Rosixson], but
I made no request to change the hour from 2 to 1 o'clock,

Mr. BRATTON. I desire to concur in the suggestion and I
wondered if the chairman of the committee would accept it.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr., President, I shall object to that change,
I want it to remain at 2 o'clock.

Mr. McNARY. Very well.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The proposed unanimous-consent
agreement as modified will be read.

The CHiEr CreErx. As modified, the proposed unanimous
agreement reads:

It is agreed by unanimous consent that after 2 o'clock p. m, on
the calendar day of Wednesday, May 8, no Senator shall speak more
than once or longer than 20 minutes upon the pending amendment of
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Warsox] to strike out section 10 as
amended, relating to the debenture plan.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request
for unanimous-consent agreement?

Mr, HEFLIN. Mr. President, the request of the Senator
from Oregon as it has been read relates to the motion of the
Senator from Indiana [Mr. Warson], Why does he not pro-
vide in the proposed agreement for a vote upon that amendment,
any other amendment that may be pending at the time, and upon
the bill?

Mr. McNARY. The pending motion is that made by the Sena-
tor from Indiana to strike out section 10, referring to the
debenture plan, and most of the discussion, of course, will be on
that amendment.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO,



1929

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. May I state to the Senator
from Alabama [Mr. HerFrix] that practically all the debate
heretofore has related to the motion of the Senator from In-
diana, that other amendments have not yet been actually pre-
sented or considered, and I think it will be sufficient for the
present. to secure an agreement as to taking a vote on that
amendment.

Mr, HEFLIN. I think the debate has covered everything
under the sun. !

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. It usually does.

Mr. DILL. I do not understand that by granting unanimous
consent Senators will be limited in their speeches to a discussion
only of the debenture plan, but that they may discuss the entire
bill.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Technically the pending ques-
tion is the motion to strike out the debenture plan, and when any
Senator speaks it will be construed that he is addressing his
arguments to that subject.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the unani-
mous-consent agreement? The Chair hears none, and it is
entered into. <

SWEARING IN OF SENATOR SHIPSTEAD BY THE CHIEF CLERK

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Senate
the following report, which will be read and filed.

The report was read and placed on file, as follows:

WasHIRGTON, D. C., May 4, 1929,
Hon. CHARLES CURTIS, .
President of the Senate.

Bik: In accordance with your designation of me, under authority of
Senate Resolution 52, agreed to on the calendar day of May 3, 1929, to
administer the oath of office to HENRIK SHIPSTEAD, Senator elect from
the State of Minresota, I have the honor to report that I this day ad-
ministered to Mr. SHIpsTEAD the oath of office prescribed by section
1757 of the Revised Statutes of the United States, being the form of
oath administered to Members of the Senate, to which Mr. SHIPSTEAD
subscribed.

I have the honor to be, very respectfully,
JouN C. CROCKETT,
Chief Clerk United States Senate.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Mr. LA FOLLETTE presented the following joint resolution
of the Legislature of the State of Wisconsin, which was referred
to the Committee on Education and Labor:

SraTE oF WISCONSIN.
Benate Joint Resolution 19

Joint resolution memorializing the Congress of the United States to
enict legislation to continue the Federal appropriation for maternity
and infaney welfare

Whereas the Sheppard-Towner maternity and infaney law, enacted by
the Congress in 1921, expires by operation of law on June 30, 1929 ; and
Whereas the purpose and intent of the law is to reduce maternity and
infant mortality with the cooperation of the several States; and
Whereas 43 States, including Wisconsin, have insugurated and main-
tained this most lmportant work In cooperation with the Federal Gov-
ernment with remarkable success; and
Whereas a bill is now pending in Congress, known as the Newton
hill (H. R. 14070), which proposes an annual appropriation of $1,000,000
to the Children’s Bureau for continuing the work done by the said
bureau and the several States to promote the welfare and hygiene of
mothers and children and aid in the reduction of infant and maternal
mortality : Therefore be it
Resolved by the genate (the gssembly concurring), That the Legisla-
ture of the State of Wisconsin respectfully memorialize and urge the
Congress of the United States to pass the Newton bill for maternity
and infancy welfare and bygieme, or a substantially simillar bill; and
be it further
Resolved, That a copy of this resolution properly attested be sent to
the President of the United Btates, to the presiding officer of each House
of the Congress, and to each Wisconsin Member thereof.
HuNRY A. HUBER,
President of the Benate.
0. G. MUNSON,
Chief Clerk of the Senate,
CrnanLes B. Perey,
Speaker of the Assembly.
C. E. SHAFFER,
Chief Clerk of the Assembly.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE also presented the following joint reso-
lution of the Legislature of the State of Wisconsin, which was
referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry:
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STATE OF WISCONEIN,
Joint Resolution 58 A

Joint resolution memorializing Congress to grant Federal aid for State
reforestation

Whereas vast areas of land in Wisconsin have been recklessly denuded
of timber; and
Whereas this area comprising millions of acres is unfit for agriculture
and not now needed for that purpose; and
Whereas the supply of timber is decreasing rapidly and reforestation
is one of the major problems of our State; and
Whereas the State and counties working jointly can aid in reforesting
but a small portion of the area needing it without excessive taxes; and
Whereas while the Federal Government now gives gome financial ald
to the States under the Clark-McNary Act for forest-fire prevention and
forest planting but does not assist in their reforestation undertakings:
Therefore be it
Resolved by the assembly (the senate comcurring), That the Legisla-
ture of the State of Wisconsin earnestly requests and petitions the
Congress of the United States to enact legislation to give Federal aid
toward reforestation by States and counties: and be it further
Resolved, That a copy of this resolution, properly attested, be for-
warded to the presiding officers of both Houses of Congress and to the
Wisconsin Senators and Representatives therein.
Hexry A. HUBER,
Pregident of the Senate,
0. G. Muxsox,
Chief Clerk of the Senate,
CHAS. B. PErreyY,
Bpeaker of the Azsembly.
C. E. BHAFFER, "
Chief Clerk of the Assembly.

Mr, BLAINE presented a joint memorial of the Legislature
of the State of Wisconsin, praying for the passage of legislation
continuing Federal appropriations for maternity and infancy
welfare and hygiene, which was referred to the Committee on
Edueation and Labor. J :

(See Jjoint memorial printed in full when presented to-day
by Mr. LA FoLLEITE.

He also presented a joint memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Wisconsin, praying for the passage of legislation grant-
ing Federal aid for State reforestation, which was referred to
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry,

(See joint memorial printed in full when presented to-day by
Mr. LA FoLLETTE.

He also presented a resolution adopted by the directors of the
National Cooperative Milk Producers’ Federation, approved by
the Milltown Cooperative Creamery Company, of Milltown, Wis.,
favoring the imposition of tariff duties “that will give the full
extent of protection to producers of dairy and other agricultural
products,” which was referred to the Committee on Finance.

CARE OF WORLD WAR VETERANS

Mr. BLEASE. Mr. President, there has been considerable
complaint with reference to the want of proper facilities for
the care of war veterans in the hospitals all over the country.
I ask to have printed in the Recorp and referred to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations copies of correspondence I have had
with Hon. Frank T. Hines, Director of the Veterans' Bureau;
Hon. James W. Good, Secretary of War; and Hon, Patrvick J.
Hurley, Acting Secretary of War.

There being no objection, the letters were ordered to be
printed in the Recorp and referred to the Committee on Appro-
priations, as follows:

WasHINGTON, D, C., April 2, 1929,
Hon, JamMEs W. Goop,
Secretary of War, War Department, Washington, D. Q.

Drar Me, BECRETARY : I am in receipt of a number of complaints from
South Carolinians, both from within and without my State, with refer-
ence to a woeful lack of hospitallzation facilities for veterans of the
World War. From Information which I have received I surmise that
this condition is general In other States,

It is really a serious and most distressing situation, for, in many
instances, where the order for hospital treatment has been granted
the sick or wounded veteran is unable to procure an assignment for
the reason that the Government hospitals are overcrowded with such
patients and no cots or beds are available.

I am writing to inquire whether, by any construction of the law, the
War Department could cooperate with the Veterans' Bureau and other
Government agencles in providing some means during the present emer-
gency for the relief of these sick and disabled veterans, I would like
for you to advise me to what extent the Army hospitals, physicians,
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nurses, supplies, cots, ete., could be applied to this purpose and if
any contingent or emergency appropriations could be used therefor.
Thanking you for your courtesy and with assurances of my esteem,
1 am,
Very respectfully,
Core L. BLEASE.

War DEPARTMENT,
Washington, April 6, 1929.
Hon. CoLE L. BLEASE,
United States Senate.
Dear SENATOR DBreasg: I am in receipt of your letter of the 2d
instant relative to hospital facilities for World War veterans.
The matters referred to will receive prompt consideration, and T shall
be pleased to inform you further as soon as possible.
Sincerely yours,
Jaumrs W. Goop,
Becrelary of War.

War DEPARTMENT,
Washington, April 10, 1929,
Hon. CoLe L. BLEASE,
United States Senate.

Deirn BEvaToR BrLEAsE: Further reference is made to your letter of
April 2, 1929, relative to hospital facilities for World War veterans.

The Medical Department of the Army is now cooperating and stands
ready at all times to 'continue cooperating with the Veterans' Bureau
to the fullest extent possible in the hospitalization of Veterans’ Bureau
beneficiaries.

The allotment of beds in Army hospitals made by the Medical Depart-
ment to the Veterans’ Burean is 2,040 for the current fiscal year, which,
I regret to state, is all that can possibly be spared without detriment to
the personnel of the Military Establishment. The only way that an
{ncrease in this allotment can be made would be an increase of Medieal
Department personnel, new hospital construction, and larger appro-
priations for medical supplies.

Trosting that you will appreciate the attitude of the War Depart-
ment in this matter, I am,

Sincerely yours,
Patrick J. HURLEY,
Acting Secretary of War.,
WasumNaToN, D, C., April 3, 1929,
Hon. Frayx T, HiNES,
Director United States Velerans’ Bureau,
Washington, D. O.

Dear Me. Diggctor: I am in recelpt of a number of complaints
from South Carolinlans within and without my State with reference
to the lack of hospitalization facilities for veterans of the World War.
It is & most distressing situation, for in many instances where the
need for hospital treatment is evidenced by an order for same it is
denied for the reason that the Government hospitals are crowded with
guch patients and no cots or beds are available.

I have this day written the Secretary of War requesting that he
advise me whether or not it would be feasible for his department
to cooperate with the Veterans' Bureau by furnishing Army hospitals,
doctors, nurses, supplles, cots., etc., where available to relleve this
gituation. It appears to be an emergency which demands attention
and 1 wounld like to know if there are any contingent appropriations
which might be used in a matter of this nature,

I am sure that yon will agree with me that a sick or wounded or
disabled veteran who is in need of attention should have the best that
the Government can afford to give him, and when they are being
turned away daily because of insufficient accomrmodations it becomes
a matter of grave concern for every Government official and private
citizen of this country.

Thanking you for your courteous attention to this subject and with
assurances of my esteem, I have the honor to be

Very respectfully,
CoLkE L. BLEASE,
UxiTep STATES VETERANS' BUneav,
Washington, April 12, 1929,
Hon. CoLE L. BLEASE,
United States Senate, Washington, D, O.

My Drar SuxatorR BrraAse: This will acknowledge receipt of your
letter of April 3, 1929, concerning the reported lack of hospital facill-
ties for veterans of the World War.

It is true that this bureau is experiencing some difficulty in meet-
ing the immediate demands of veterans for Government hospital ac-
commodations. This condition, however, is confined almost entirely
to the psychotie, or mental, type of case, and has been brought about
by the demmnds of veterans with disabilities not attributable to mili-
tary service in the World War. That the bureau has been able to
meet the hospital demands of both the service-connected and non-service-
connected cases of the tuberculous and general medical and surgleal
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types without any particular difficulty is evidenced by the fact that
there are now in Government hospitals throughout the country 1,636
unoccupied beds for patients with tuberculous conditions, and 1,160
unoccupied beds for patients with general medical and surgical condi-
tions, notwithstanding that the non-service-connected cases of these
types now hospitalized represent approximately 44 per cent and 67 per
cent, respeetively, of the total hospital load for both types. It might
be mentioned that the Congress has not yet definitely indicated the
extent to which it desired to provide hospital facilities for patients
whose disabilities have not been adjudged to be of service origin.

In my letter to you of March 8, 1929, I mentioned the plans of the
bureau with respect to the future enlargement program of the veterans'
hospitals at Atlanta and Augusta, Ga., both of which are available to,
and utilized by, veterans resident in South Carolina. In addition, I
spoke of the effort being made to complete as rapidly as possible the
hospital construction program approved at the first session of the
Seventieth Congress. This program provides for the aequisition of a
gross total of approximately 3,700 beds, the majority of which will be
for the neunropsychiatric type of case. However, the net increase in
beds under this program will be but approximately two-thirds of the
total, as the balance are to replace existing facilities which are either
structurally unsultable for indefinite use or located in leased institu-
tions. Approximately 40 per cent of the beds to be acquired under this
authority are now under comstruction, while the necessary plans are
being prepared for a number of other major projeets, which it is ex-
pected will be on the market by June 30 next. In the carrying out of
this program priority consideration has been given in most instances
to those projects which will provide beds for neuropsychiatric cases.
The completion of this program should not only relieve the demand now
being experienced for neuropsychiatric facilities but should also equalize
in certain sections of the country the proportion of beds available for
non-service-connected cases.

Your suggestion that the BSecretary of War r.'no'perate with this
burean in meeting the instant problem has been noted. The extent
to which other governmental agencies are cooperating with the Vet-
erans’ Bureau in the hospitalization of its beneficiaries may best be
exemplified by the following: The United States Army is operating
six major hospitals in the United States, located at Hot Springs,
Ark.; El1 Paso, Tex.; Denver, Colo.; San Antonio, Tex.; San Fran-
cisco, Calif.; and Washington, D. C. These hospitals on April 1,
1929, made available to beneficiaries of this bureau a total of 2,040
beds, of which number 1,991 were occupied. In addition, this bureau
on the same date was utilizing the facilities of 13 naval hospitals,
which made available 3,002 beds, of which number 2,769 were occupied.
The burean was also utilizing the facilities of 10 branches of the
National Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers. These homes on
the same date made available to the bureau 1,940 beds, of which
number 1,584 were occupied.

The matter of using the hospital facilities at certain military posts
for the treatment of World War veterans has previously been taken
up with the War Department. It was decided that such a course
of action would be impractical, due to the fact that the troops at
these posts were classed as *“ mobile " and, in the event of an emergency,
the medical officers on duty assigned to the organization would be
compelled to accompany the troops, should their presence be required
at a point other than their regular post.

In conclusion, it is believed that an analysis of the foregoing facts
will clearly indicate that the burean is making every effort to meet
the demands of its beneficiaries for hospital accommodations and
that the pressure nmow being experienced comes from the type of case
that the present approved construction program was designed largely
to meet.

Your interest in this matter is appreciated.

Yery truly yours,
Frang T, Hixes, Director.
BTATE OoF BOUTH CAROLINA,
BraTE SERVICE OFFICE,
Columbia, Felbruary 27, 1929,
Senator CoLe L. BLEASE,
Washington, D. O.

Deir SENATOR: Inadequate provision for hospitalization of veterans
of World War and Spanish-American War places terrible hardship at
times. Please vse your best efforts in seeing that more beds are
made available for use of South Carolina veterans. Time and energy
are wasted trying to get beds here and there—and the veteran waits,
Hospital extension provided for in May, 1928, at Atlanta has not been
started. Will you urge the director of Veterans' Bureau to have
work started on this without further delay, and in the meantime
make prevision for South Carolina veterans until completed, We
need more beds, especially for mental cases.

I am writing all Congressmen as also Benator SMiTH on this also,
and ask the combined efforts of the delegation. It is a worthy cause,

Yours very truly,
E. HESRY CAPPELMANN,
State Service Officer.
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WasmivgTOoN, D. C., March 1, 1929,

Hon, FroSg T. Hixes,
Director Uniled States Veterans’ Bureau,
Washington, D, O.

Desr Mz, DIREcTOR: Senator BLEASE begs to Inclose herewith for
your attention a communication received from the Hon. E. Henry Cap-
pelmann, State service officer, Columbia, 8. C., which is self-explanatory.

The Senator ig very much interested in this situation, and will appre-
clate very highly indeed your good offices in behalf of the veterans who
are sorely in need of immediate attention and are to be affected by the
provisions cited in Mr. Cappelmann's letter.

Very respectfully,
JoxN D. LoNa, Secretary.
Uxrrep STATES VETERANS' BUREAU,
Washington, March 8, 1929,
Hon, CoLe L. BLmAsB,
United Btatcs Senate, Washington, D. O,

My Drar SExATOR BLEASE: This will acknowledge receipt of your
letter of March 1, 1929, transmitting to this bureau & communication
addressed to you by the Hon. Henry BE. Cappelmann, State service
officer, Columbia, 8, C., concerning the need for additional hospital beds
for veterans resident in Bouth Carolina, and urging that the approved
enlargement program at Atlanta be expedited.

You are advised that the hospital-construction program of the Vet-
erans' Bureau, which was approved at the first session of the Seventieth
“Congress, and which contained an amount for Increasing the capacity
of the Atlanta Hospital to 200 beds, is being completed as rapidly as
conditions permit and sound judgment dictates. It will be appreciated
that it is difficult at times in the earrying out of an extensive program
to determine those projects which should receive priority consideration.
However, preliminary plans have been drawn and surveys made of the
Atlanta project, and it is expected to have this work under contract at
least by the coming summer, 7

That the bureaun has recognized the need for additional beds for
mental eases developigg in South Carolina is evidenced by the fact that
provision was made in the construction program recently submitted to
the Congress for the erection of additional patient facilities at Augusta,
Ga., which institution is now treating most of the mental hospital load
from South Carolina, As you are undoubtedly aware, this program
failed of passage, but, independent of this, the burean is making a
detailed study of its probable future hospital reguirements as the pos-
gible nucleus of a further construction program, and you may rest
assured that the needs of South Carolina will receive every considera-
tion in that regard. In the meantime the bureau will make every effort
to complete the present approved program as rapidly as possible and at
the same time, wherever indicated and practicable, will develop its
existing facilities so as to meet changes in the hospital load.

Your interest In this matter fs appreciated.

The letter addressed to you by Mr, Cappelmann is being returned
herewith for your disposition,

Yery truly yours,
Fraxk T. Hixes, Director.

FRESH FRUITS AND VEGETABLES

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I submit a tele-
gram relating to the amendment to the pending bill proposed
by the Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoNary] excluding fresh
fruits and vegetables from the operations of the pending bill.
I ask that the telegram may be printed in the Recorp for the
information of the Senate.

There being no objection, the telegram was ordered to lie on
the table and be printed in the Recorn, as follows:

- INDIANAPOLIS, IND.,, May §, 1929.
Hon. JoserH T. ROBINSON,
Benate Office Building, Washington, ). C.:

I am sincerely hopeful that you will be able to actively support Sen-
ator McNArY's amendment excluding fruits and wvegetables from the
operation of the farm relief bill. Changes alfecting an industry that
has mever yet falled in the marketing and distribution of the fruits
and vegetable erops of this country could easily prove more harmful
than the ills sought to be cured. The fresh fruit and vegetable industry
has, in the main, functioned adequately and efficlently in the distribu-
tion of erops and in the absence of any showing of the probability of
improvement no good reason appears why frults and vegetables should
not be excluded. I believe this view is shared not only by large and
successful cooperative marketing associations but is representative of
the feeling of an overwhelming majority of the actual individual dis-
tributors. My good friend Congressman LuprLow, I believe, feels the
Eame way.

L. J. EBACH,
Chairman Advisory Board,
National League of Commission Merchants of the United States.

Mr, GLASS. Mr. President, I present various telegrams and
letters from fruit growers in Virginla asking that fruits be ex-

cluded from the operations of the so-called farm relief bill. I
ask that they may be printed in the Rrcomp, following this
presentation of them. j

There being no objection, the telegrams were ordered to lie
on the table and to be printed in the Recorp, as follows.

WiNcHeSTER, VA, April 30, 1929,
Benator CARTER GLASS :

Regarding Senate Bill No, 1, there is some little discussion in the
apple industry concerning the surplus-control feature, This is included
in subsection b of section 6 of the bill. Speaking as president of the
Virginia Horticultural Boeciety, I think that apples and peaches should
be excluded from the surplus-control feature. I see no objections to the
other provisions of the bill and am of the opinion that apples and
peaches sghould remain in the bill except for the purposes of surplus
control,

T. B. BYrbp.

ROANOEER, VA., April 30, 1929,
Senator CARTER GLASS,
Washington, D, C.:

As exporter of thousand ears Virginia apples can see nothing but i1l
effects from a stabilization corporation that might affect Virginia apples.
It would certainly stop the foreign buyer and financier from coming into
this country when he could not judge as to how fruit would be dumped
on him; and a bold-back in perishable products only makes ruinous
gluts later. We would like to see apples excluded from the farm relief
bill, if possible.

JENNINGS Bros, & EASTER.

RicEMOXD, VA, May 1, 1929,
Hon. CARTER GLASS :

Every member of the Richmond branch of National League of Com-
mission Merchants United States urgently requests elimination of fresh
fruits and vegetables from Senate bill No. 1 on the broad grounds that
their perishability requires highly complex, intricate marketing system,
and any disturbance thereof may cause hardship rather than relief con-
templated by the bill. Further, think elimination pending opportunity
to obgerve the effects this legislation will have on staple commodities
Very Decessary.

RICHMOND BRANXCH NATIONAL LEAGUE OF
CoMMISSION MERCHANTS,
W. C. CrRENSHAW, Secretary,

WarNEsBORO, VA., May 2, 1929,
Hon. CarTErR GLass, M. C,,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SBir: As a grower and dealer in apples, I believe that the farm
relief Lill would be detrimental, and I trust therefore that you can ses
your way clear to do everything in your power to have apples excluded
from the hill.

Very truly,
W. G. ELLisoN,

RoANOKE, VA., April 25, 1929,
The Hon. CARTER GLASS,
United States Senate, Washington, D. O.

Drar Siz: We market the apples packed at our cooperative packing
house at Coling, Va., which is located about 9 miles from Roanoke,
in the heart of the Botetourt fruit-producing section; and God knows
that it is a heartbreaking task to get profitable prices for the growers
on this fruit even when everything ls going smoothly and the markets
are not disturbed by action of the Government,

Since you are from this part of Virginia, yon must be acquainted
with the difficulties of the frult growers and realize that their business
is sufficiently difficult without it being made more so.

Without a doubt, there are people assisting in the passage of this
legislation who are absolutely sincere. But we can not help feeling
that the present legislntion iz utterly impractical and is to the direct
disadvantage of both the farmer and the consumer in this country, The
passage of this bill will undoubtedly lead to a heavy loss by the Gov-
ernment, which, of course, will have to be borne by the taxpayers, and
will undoubtedly create worse conditions in the future for the farmer.

We do not know how you stand on this legislation, but we sincerely
hope that you are opposed to it. But even if you are in favor of it,
won't you please exclude apples from this hill?

Yery truly yours,
THE BoTETOURT PACKIXG AssoCiaTioN (Ixc.),
J. BarPE MyERs, Jr., President.

Mr. HARRISON. I ask to have incorporated in the Recomp
numerous telegrams which I have received with reference to
keeping in the farm bill the fruit provision,

There being no objection, the telegrams were ordered to lie
on the table and to be printed in the REecoxrp, as follows:
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Par HanrisoN, Washington, D. O.:

Growers here consider that fruits and vegetables should be fully pro-
tected in the farm relief bill, with the same rights and privileges given
to other commodities, and you are urged to take steps to protect the
truck growers interested in this section.

HAZLEHURST, MiIss., May 5, 1929,

M. 8. McN=eIL,

CrYSTAL Seeryes, Miss., May 8, 1929,
Senator PAT HARRISON,
Washington, D, 0.:

Our growers consider vitally necessary that participation fruits
and vegetables be reinstated in provisions of farm relief bill, with all
privileges, aid, benefits, without restriction.

UNiTED GROWERS OF CRYSTAL BPRINGS.
CrYSTAL SprINGS, M1ss., May 3, 1989,
Benator PAT HARRISON,
Washington, D, O.:

Our growers consider vitally necessary that participation fruits
and vegetables be reinstated in provisions of farm relief bill, with
all privileges, aid, benefits, without restriction.

MissISsSIPPI VEGETABLE UxioN (INc.),
W. H. RussuMm, Manager,

NEw ORLEANS, LA, May 3, 1929,
Hon. PaT HARRISON,
Bengtor, United Btates Senate, Washington, D. O.:

Sincerely trust you will oppose Senator MCNArRY'S amendment to farm
relief bill, striking out fruit and vegetable growers, who represent a
vast proportion of our southern farmers, and whose welfare contributes
very materially to the SBouth's prosperity. They are as much entitled
to relief as the growers of grain or any other staple commodity.

F. W. REIMERS,
President Southern Pine Association.

—_—
MErIDIAN, Miss., May 8, 1989,
Hon. PAT HARRISON,
Care of United States Senate, Washingion, D. O.:
We urge reinstatement of fruits and vegetables to full participation
of provisions of farm relief bill
MARION STRAWBERRY GROWERS' ABSOCIATION,
BRADENTON, FLA., May 8, 1929,
United States Senator PaT HAmRIson,
Washington, D. O.:

Frult and vegetable growers certainly entitled to same benefits as
producers any other commodities, Being sales manager handling over
8,000 cars for cooperative associations, urge complete reinstatement of
frult and vegetables to fully participate all benefits of farm rellef,
Frankly, we need relief more than some other commodities, Why pick
on us?

C. W. GARNER.

CrysTAL BPpivgs, Miss., May 3, 1929,
Senator PAT HARRISON,
Washington, D. O.: .

Our growers congider vitally necessary that participation fruite and
vegetables be reinstated in provisions of farm relief bill with all privi-
leges and benefits without restriction.

Truck GROWERS AssociATioN (Ixc.).

Mr. BARKLEY., I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp a letter from the National Horticultural Council
objecting to the amendment eliminating fruit from the pending
farm relief bill:

There being no objection, the letter was ordered to lie on
the table and to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

CricAGo, Iun., May 3, 1929,
Benator ALBEN W. BARELEY,
United States Senate, Washington, D. O.

Dear Sik: We note that an amendment was introduced to the farm
bill to eliminate fruits and vegetable from its operation. We object
strenuously to this amendment and ask your vigorous opposition to the
BEnme.

The frult and vegetable Industries are in serious condition the same
as general farming. Cost-accounting studies and surveys in a number
of the States show this to be the case,

Fruit and vegetable growers deserve the same benefits from the farm
relief bill as all other agricultural producers. It would be unjust dis-

crimination to refuse these growers the benefits which we believe will
come from this measure.

It is our belief that this amendment is fostered by dealer or shipping
There are a number of dealer organizations who style them-

Interests,
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selves as shippers and in this capacity presume to speak for growers. It
is entirely improper for them to do so. It is true that some growers
are members of these organizations, but they are members as shippers
and not as growers.

The National Horticultural Council is a distinctly grower organiza-
tion. It has in its membership only growers, horticultural societies,
and cooperative fruit and vegetable organizations. There are no con-
flicting interests of any kind, The council represents 45 organizations
distributed over the entire country and in addition large numbers of
individual growers who are not members of organizations. We are cer-
tain it represents a larger number of actual growers of fruits and vege-
tables than any other organization in the country.

Yery truly yours,
NatioNAL HORTICULTURAL CoUNCIL,
C. B. DumsTt, Ewecutive Secretary.

Mr. OVERMAN. I present certain telegrams from sundry
fruoit associations in North Carolina and one from Mr. Paul
Garret, of Penn Yan, N. Y., in regard to the elimination of fruit
and vegetables from the farm relief bill, which I ask may be
printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the telegrams were ordered to lie on
the table and to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

BAYBORO, N. C., May }, 1929,
Benator LER 8. OVERMAN :

Our association is one oldest cooperative third district. Urge full
participation fruits and vegetables in all provisions of farm relief bill. "
Failure to do so we regard gross injustice our growers.

PAMLICO GROWERS’ ASSOCIATION.
WiLMiNeTON, N. C., May 3, 1929,
Hon. LEE 8. OVERMAN, Senator:

Our assoclation one oldest cooperative this district, Urge full particl-
pation fruits and vegetables in all provisions of farm relief bill. Failure
to do so we regard gross Injustice our growers,

WILMINGTON COOPERATIVE TRUCK GRQIVERS’' ASSOCIATION.
s
FaieMoNT, N. C., May 8, 1929,
Senator LEm S. OVERMAN,
Washington, D, 0.:

Our assoclation, an old corporation, urges full participation in all pro-
visions pertaining to fruits, vegetables, and potatoes of our farm relief
bill. Failure to do so will be regarded an injustice to our growers.

FAIRMONT TRUCKERS' ASSOCIATION,
0. 1. FLo¥D, Secretary and Treasurer,
PENN YAN, N. Y., May 4, 1920.
Benator OVERMAN,
Senate Office Building:

Am advised McNary resolution cuts out fruits and vegetables from
help in farm relief bill. Have been working for years to get relief for
our grape growers along sound business lines, MeNary resolution would
injure greatly the improved prospects of our growers and affect a large
section in this State unfavorably. FPlease use all your influence to secure
any legislation helping the grape industry.

PAUL GARRET.

Mr, FESS. Mr. President, I have a telegram from the chair-
man of the Ohio Farm Bureau in opposition to the proposal to
eliminate fruits and vegetables from the provisions of the pend-
ing bill. I ask that the telegram be read by the clerk in view of
the fact that it is similar to a great number of other telegrams
on the same subject.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Secretary
will read.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

CoLumsUs, OHIO, May §, 1929,
Hon. BimeoN D. FEsS,
Senate Office Building:

Amendment to McNary bill eliminating frult and vegetables as agrl-
cultural commedities should be defeated.

L. B. PALMER.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The telegram will lie on the table,

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr, President, I have some telegrams from
various citrus-fruit interests in Florida, protesting against the
elimination of fresh vegetables and fruits from the operations
of the pending bill. I will not burden the Recorp by reading the
telegrams, but they are to the effect I have stated. I will, how-
ever, mention the names of the senders. The telegrams have
been received from the following: The Clewiston (Fla,) Vege-
table Growers' Association; Allen B. Walker, president Florida
Citrus Growers' Clearing House Association; Nocatee (Fla.)
Vegetable Growers' Association; Clyde A. Bird, president of
the Seminole County, Fla., Chamber of Commerce; Florida East
Coast Growers’' Association; the secretary of the Fort Pierce,
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lﬂa Chamber of Commerce, and other organizations and citlzens
of Fort Pierce; the Bartow, Fla., Chamber of Commerce; and
L. M. Rhodes, of Jacksonville, Fla. and also a letter from the
National Horticultural Council of Ghlcago, 1L

The VICE PRESIDENT. The telegrams referred to by the
Senator from Florida will lie on the table.

CLewisTON, FLA.,, May §, 1929
Benator DUNCAN U. FLETCHER,
Benate Chamber: -
. 'We respectfully urge defeat of amendment excluding fruits and vege-
tables from benefits of farm relief bill, We want full benefits this
legislation for our growers. Belieye this amending is advocated indi-
rectly by organized interests not friendly to our growers’ interests.
CLEWISTON VEGETABLE GROWERS' ASSOCIATION,
WINTERHAVEN, Fra., May §, 1920,
lenator DuNcan, U, FLETCHER,
United States Benate:

Understand Senator McNasy introduced amendment farm bill exelud-
ing fruit and vegetables its benefits. Serious matter. FPlease advise
gtatus of affairs.

ArLeN B, WALKER,
President Florida Citrus Growers’ Clearing House Asgaciation.
ARCADIA, FLA,, May 4, 1029,
Hon, D'oxcax U, FLETCHER,
Washington, D, 0.2

Produeers of fruits and vegetables need farm relief more than some
other commodity groups. We are surprised at amendment to farm
bill which deprives us of sueh benefits, and urgently request defeat of
this amendment or any other which may be offered to prevent our
growers from getting fullest benefits of such legislation.

NoCATEE VEGETABLE GROWERS' ASSOCIATION,
BANFORD, FrA., May 4, 1920
DuNcan U. FLETCHER, d
Benator, Washington, D. O.:

Informed effort will be made in Senate to eliminate frults and wvege-
tables from the benefits of new agricultural bill, Beminole County
Chamber of Commerce protests against such diserimination and urge you
oppose such actions with all your power, 4
CLYDE A. BYRD, President.

Miami, Fra., May §, 1929
Senator D. U. FLETCHER, ¥
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.:

We consider the packing, warehousing facilities, and credit features
of pending farm relief bill in Senate are of great value to fruit and
vegetable growers and shipping organizations. We understand Senator
McCNARY has entered an amendment eliminating fruit and wegetables
from the bill. To deny Federal aid to producers of fruit and vegetables
and grant ald to producers other commodities grossly unfair, and we ask
that fruits and wvegetables be included for full participation all pro-
visions farm relief bill
FLoRIDA EAsST COAST GROWERS' ASSOCIATION.

ForT PIERCE, FLA., May §, 1920
Hon, Duxcax U, FLETCHER,
United States Senator, Washington, D. C.;

Absolutely necessary that provision in farm relief bill pertaining to
help for fruits and vegetables be retained. Any representation to the
contrary unquestionably prompted by parties not having best interest of
growers at heart. -

W. I. Fee, chairman Bt. Lucie County Growers League; Franklyn
Tyler, president Kiwanis Club; Mrs, D. H. Baunders, presi-
dent Fort Pierce Women's Club; T. H, Banes, city mansager;
Homer Needles, president Fort Plerce Growers Association:
J. W. Brewer, commander American Legion; J. P. Newell,
president Rotary Club; Margaret Frere, president Business
and Professional Women’s Club; C, H. Edwards, county
commissioner ; R. L. Goodwin, secretary Fort Pierce Real
Estate Board; B. R. Kessler, secretary Fort Pierce Chamber
of Commerce,

CHIcAGo, ILL., May 3, 1929,
Benator DuNcAN U. FLETCHER,
Umited States Scnate, Washington, D. O.

Dear Sig : We note that an amendment was introduced to t.he farm bill
to eliminate fruits and vegetables from its operation., We object strenu-
ously to this amendment and ask your vigorous opposition to the same,

The fruit and vegetable industries are in serious condition the same
as general farming. Cost accounting studies and surveys in a number
of the States show this to be the case,

Fruit and vegetable growers deserve the same benefitz from the farm
relief bill as all other agricultural producers. It would be unjust dis-
crimination to refuse these growers the benefits which we believe will
come-from this measure. : 7

It is our belief that this amendment is fostered by dealer or shipping
Interests. There are a number of dealer organizations who style them-
selves as shippers and in this capacity presume to speak for growers.
It is entirely improper for them to do so. It is true that some growers
are members of these organizations, but they are members as shippers
and not as growers.

The National Horticulturs.l Council is a distinetly grower organiza-
tion.. It has in its membership only growers, horticultural societies, and
cooperative fruit and vegetable organizations. There are no conflicting
interests of any kind. The council represents 45 organizations dis-
tributed over the entire country, and in addition large numbers of indi-
vidunal growers who are not members of organizations. We are eertain
it represents a larger number of actual growers of fruits and vegetables
than any other organization in the country.

Very truly yours,
NATIONAL HORTICULTURAL COUNCIL,
C. B. Durst, Bxecutive Secretary.
BarTOoW, FLA., May 6, 1929,
Hon. Duxcan U. FLETCHER,
United States Senate, Washington, D. O.:

McNary amendment to farm relief bill, excluding fruit and vegetable
growers from benefit of bill, would work hardship to growers of Florida,
and this organization hopes it will not be permitted to pass.

BarTow CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
JACESONVILLE, FrA., May 6, 1929,
Hon. DuNcax U. FLETCHER,
United States Senate:

Beceived following telegram from E. W. Stillwell, California Vine-
yardists Association:

“Advised Natlonal League Commission Merchants Western Fruit
Jobbers will foster new amendments to prevent frults and vegetables
forming stabilization corporations, thus removing all chances of financial
asgistanece to these industries. New amendments will appear to-morrow
morning for vote, therefore necessary wires go to-day protesting this
latest move of receivers to prevemt perishahle industry getting help
through Government financing. We are Insisting perishables are entitled
to same help as other erops; in fact, need it worse. Flease act guick.
Thanks.”

By all means let the fruit and vegetable growers have equal privileges
with all other agricultural producers.

L. M. RHODES,

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I have quite a number of
telegrams and letters protesting against the elimination of
fruits and vegetables from the operations of the bill, or the fail-
ure to include them, whichever may be the case. I have left the
letters and telegrams at my office, but I desire to have permis-
sion to put them in the REcorp.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, permission is
granted.

The telegrams were ordered to lie on the table, as follows:

Bayeowro, N. C.,, May }, 1929,
Senator F. M. SIMMONS:

Our association is one of the oldest ecooperative, in the third distriet.
Urge full participation fruits and wvegetables in all provisions of farm
relief bill. Fallure to do so we regard gross injustice to our growers.

PAMLICO GROWERS ASSOCIATION.

DurBAM, N. C., May j§, 1929
Benator F. M. BiMMoxNs:

We respectfully urge defeat of amendment excluding fruits and vege-
tables from benefits of farm relief bill. We want full benefits of this
legislation for our growers. Belleve this amendment is advocated indi-
rectly by organized interests mot friendly to our growers' interest.

PixEHURST Foop Propucrs CORPORATION.

Faremoxt, N. C., May 3, 1029,
Benator F. M. BIMMONS,
Washington, D, C.:

Our association, an old corporation, urges full participation in all
provisions pertaining to fruits, vegetables, and potatoes of our farm re-
lief bill. Failure to do so will be regarded an injustice to our growers.

FairMONT TRUCKERS' ASSOCIATION,
0. 1. Froyp, Becretary and Treasurer,

Mr. HATFIELD presented telegranrs relative to the provision
covering fresh fruits and vegetables in the pending farm relief

bill, which were ordered to lie on the table and to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:
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Senator HeEney D, HATFIELD,
United States Senate:

Want fresh fruits, vegetables eliminated Senate bill 1. Account per-
ishability reguires intricate marketing systems. Fear any disturb-
ance cause us more hardship rather than betterment. Why not elimi-
nate pending opportunity observe effects legislation on staple commodi-
ties before including?

Mav 1, 1929,

C. A. RosrecHT Co.,
Wholesale Fruits and Vegetables.

Max 1, 1929,
Senator Huxry D. HATFIELD,
United States Senate:
Want fresh fruits, vegetables eliminated Senate bill 1. Aecount per-

ishability requires intricate marketing systems. Fear any disturb-
ance causeé us more hardships rather than betterment. Why not elimi-
nate pending opportunity observe effects legislation on staple commodi-
ties before including?
JEBBIA & METE,
Whelesale Fruits and Vegetables,
Mayx 1, 1929,

Benator H, D, HATFIELD :

Representing” growers with tonnage ranging from 1,000 to 1,500 cars
apples per year, I am, at their suggestion, wiring you to reguest that
you lend your efforts in opposition to the inclusion of apples in any
phase of the farm relief bill. The apple industry on sound basis. Does
not need this so-called relief,

J. F. WiLsoON.

May 1, 1920,
Benator H. D. HATFIELD,
Senate Office Building:

Exclusion of apples and pears from farm relief bill most vital to the
welfare of orchardists of State. Please lend your efforts to exclusion of
game in farm relief bill now pending.

WesT VIRGINIA HORTICULTURAL SOCIETY.

APRIL 30, 1929.
Benator H. D, HATFIELD,
Benate Office Building:

We are bitterly opposed farm relief bill including perishables. Can
see no help constructive pature as outcome and contrary detrimental
results are obvious. Any governmental gesture in the exporting of per-
ishables most hazardous to a now satisfactory situation. As largest
producers apples in Appalachian section, we demand your support in
the exclusion of perishables from farm relief bill.

AMERICAN FRUIT GROWERS.

May 4, 1520,
Benator HENrY D, HATFIBELD :
Bequest that you support amendment to farm relief bill excluding
fruits and vegetables,
J. G. MapLEs.

May 1, 1929.
Senator HeNkY D, HATFIELD,
United States Senate, Washington, D, O.:

Want fresh fruits vegetables eliminated Senate bill on account per-
ishability. Requires intricate marketing system. Fear any disturbance
cause us more hardship rather than betterment. Why not eliminate
pending opportunity observe effect legislation on staple commodities
before indulging?

W. H. METENER.

Max 1, 1929,
Senator HExny D. HATFIELD,
United Btatesa Benate, Washington, D. C.:

Want fresh fruits vegetables eliminated Senate bill on account per-
ishability. Requires intricate marketing system. Fear any disturbance
cause us more hardship rather than betterment. Why not eliminate
pending opportunity observe effect legislation on staple commodities
before indulging?

FRANE J. GARDNER,
Wholesale Produce.

May 1, 1929,
Senator HexrY D. HATFIELD,
United States Senate, Washington, D, O.:

Want fresh fruits vegetables eliminated Senate bill on account per-
ishability., Requires intricate marketing system. Fear any disturbance
cause us more hardship rather than betterment. Why not eliminate
pending opportunity observe effect legislation on staple commodities
before indulging?

CHEsTER FpanzeLL & Co,
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MirTINsSBURG, W, VA
Senator H. D. HATFIELD,
Washington, D. 0.:

We strenuously object diserimination against frult and vegetable
prod 8, and respectfully request reinstatement frulfs and vegetables
to secure full benefit all provision farm relief bill,

INWOOD FRUIT GROWERS CLUB.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, one day last week the matter
of eliminating fruits came up for discussion. I was necessarily
absent, In view of the fact that there are many telegrams be-
ing presented now with reference to the matter, I have one
telegram of the many which I have received which I desire
to ask may be read. The other telegrams I will not insert in
the Recorp and probably will not present them to the Senate
until the matter comes up, but I ask that this telegram from
one of our leading commercial organizations engaged in the fruit
business may be read with reference to the exclusion especially
of apples and pears from the provisions of the pending bill,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the clerk will

read.
The Chief Clerk read as follows:
YAgIMA, WasH,, May 1, 1929,

Hon. WeEsLEY L. Joxes,
Washington, D. O.:

Respectfully urge you to use your efforts to exclude perishables,
including fruits and wegetables, from provisions of farm relief bill
now pending in Benate, because marketing of perishables Is a highly
organized and efficiently functioning industry which would be seriously
disturbed if the bill were made applicable thereto, and any attempt to
apply provisions of said bill to our industry would utterly demoralize
it, cause withdrawal of private capital now available In both domestic
and foreign trade, and cause heavy losses to producers. The perish-
able industry is already adequately provided with storage and market-
ing facilities. Foreign outlets have been developed to a high degree
through private enterprise of individual shippers and marketing organi-
zations, including cooperatives, and are being constantly expanded into
new markets. 8o effective has been the marketing of perishables in
forelgn countries that for the season 1928, with the largest erop of
apples in history of Northwest, exports of this product have exceeded
those of any former year, and the prices obtained from foreign markets
have equaled and at times exceeded those prevailing in domestic
markets, with general results much better than in former heavy
crop years. Foreign sales of perishables are being made principally
at agreed prices f. o. b. shipping points or ports in the United States,
with foreign capital placed in American banks on safe and sound basis,
and governmental plans such as are proposed in pending measures will
wreck the entire fabrie of foreign trade in perishables that has been
built up on sound business principles over a long period of years. The
undersigned, as a grower owning and operating several thousand acres
of land devoted to production of fruits and vegetables and as an
organizgation specializing in marketing of perishables for thousands
of growers in all parts of the United States, respectfully urges you
not to permit our industry to suffer the terrible blow that would fall
upon it and cause untold losses to ourselves and the growers we
represent should any attempt be made to revelutionize and demoralize
our industry under provisions of the bills now pending under the name
of farm relief. Appreciate that the fanatical and hysterical pressure
being exerted on all sides in favor these and even more drastic
provisions presents a serious individual problem to each Senator and
Congressman, but no man can afford to yicld to such pressure, realizing
the chaos with attendant loss and suffering to miliions of growers
that would follow the application of such revolutionary measures to
the highly speclalized, intricate, and vital business of marketing fruits
and vegetables., Our belief is that proposed law is utterly infeasible
for perishables and will never be applied thereto, but unless perishables
are excluded from the bill attempts will be made to apply its provi-
sions thereto, resulting in long-drawn-out agitation and controversy,
which, along with the ever-present potential danger hanging over the
industry, will stifie further development and intimidate domestic and
foreign capital and those engaged in the distribution of perishables.

AmEricaN Frurr Growers (INc.),
F., E. MiurLen, Regional Manager,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The telegrams will lie on the
table,

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I simply want to say that I
have, I think, two telegrams from smaller organizations in my
State taking the opposite position. I will present them when
the amendment comes up for consideration in connection with
the bill.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, this is not the appropriate
time, of course, to discuss the amendment. I de not wish to
do so; but I can not permit a telegram of that sort to pass
unchallenged, in view of the hundreds of telegrams that have
come to me in the last few days of quite the contrary character.
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In these telegrams that have thus been sent me it is asserted
that if the amendment in general terms be adopted it will mean
that this bill will strike at cooperatives the severest blow that
could possibly be aimed at them in any measure before the
Congress or that might be presented to the Congress.

1 have not cumbered the Recorp with the telegrams that I
have received, and I do not intend to; but I could not permit
the one organization that is making the statements that have
just been read to have those statements go to the Senate unchal-
lenged in any aspect.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I desire to ask the Senator
from Washington a question with reference to the telegram
which he inserted in the Recomrp. Is the sender of that tele-
gram a commission merchant? Is it an organization in .the
nature of commission merchants? :

Mr. JONES. He says in his telegram that he is a large
grower. I think the organization is also connected with the
purchasing and shipment of fruit.

Mr. GHORGE. I should like to ask the Senator, as the tele-
gram comes from his State, whether the gender of the telegram
is principally a commission merchant, an exporter, a dealer, a
marketer of fruit?

Mr. JONES. That I do not know.

Mr. GEORGH. The Senator can not give me any information
along that line?

Mr. JONES., None except that which is contained in the
telegram in which the sender states that he is a grower of
several thousand acres of fruit.

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, in answer to the inquiry of
the Senator from Georgia, I will state that the American Fruit
Growers are primarily commission merchants, a marketing
agency. They do operate some groves and some farms. They
operate practically all over the country. They are probably the
largest independent marketing ‘agency in the State of Florida,
for instance.

Mr. GEORGE. The sender of this telegram?

Mr, TRAMMELL. The American Fruit Growers. They oper-
ate pretty well all over the country. They are about the largest
independent marketing érganization in the country.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I can very well understand
how a commission merchant, a dealer in perislmb!e products,
would favor the striking from this bill of all provisions relating
to fruits and vegetables.

Mr., JONES. Mr. President, may I say to .the Senator that
I have other telegrams here from some organizations in Yakima
that I do know are eomposed of many actual growers of fruits.

Mr. GEORGE. That is the point.

Mr, GLASS. Mr. President, I think it rather unhappy that
we should have agreed upon a particular time to vote on a bill
which nobody seems to understand. One Senator rises and pro-
tests against the inclusion of fruits, and immediately another
one rises and vehemently argues in the other behalf.

I come from the third largest apple-growing State in the
Union, The Senator from Washington comes from the first.
All of the apple and peach growers of Virginia, if I am ac-
curately informed, are violently protesting against the inclu-
gion of apples and peaches and pears in this bill. I wonder if
ihere is anybody who has thoroughly considered this farm relief
bill who can tell us just exactly what will be the result of the
inclusion of this provision?

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, the Senator speaks of an agree-

ment being made to vote on the bill. I do not understand that
that is the case.

Mr. GLASS. I simply used that as a text to make a speech,

Mr. JONES. I expect to discuss this matter when my amend-
ment comes up.

Mr, DILL. Mr. President, I desire to call the attention of
the Senator from Georgia to the fact that the growers of apples
in the Northwest are intimately connected with the men who
sell the apples. In fact many of the growers are in merchan-
dising organizations; and it is almost impossible to separate
the growers from those who are selling the apples, they are so
united. Therefore it is hardly possible to segregate the grower
from the organization of the men who sell the fruit.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I realize that what the Sen-
ator from Washington says is trume. I merely want to repeat
that I can well understand and appreciate why the commission
merchant, the merchant in perishable products, will oppose
the bill as it stands and would desire to amend it; and I can
also appreciate why a man who is both a grower and a mer-
chant, if his merchandising interest predominates, would like-
wise desire the same thing.

Mr, THOMAS of Idaho. Mr. President, I have a number of
telegrams from different producers in Idaho protesting against
the amendment. 1 also have a telegram from the governor of
our State, which I should like to have read, and a telegram
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from the chamber of commerce of one of the largest producing
communities, which I should like to have read. I do not care to
encumber the Recorp with the others.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and the Secretary will read, as requested.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

Boisg, Ipano, May §, 2929
Hon, Jorn THOMAS,
United States Senate, Washingion, D. C.:

Am informed the words * fruit and vegetables” have been removed
from agricultural bill. If this is true, will deprive two of Idaho's im-
portant industries of benefits accruing under this proposed agricultural
relief measure, Strongly urge you use your influence to have fruit and
vegetable indugtries included in provisions of this legislation.

H. C. BALDRIDGE, Governor,

CavoweLL, IpaHO, May §, 1929,
Hon. JoEN THOMAS,
United States Benate:

All growers maintain it is absolutely necessary that participating
fruit and vegetables be reinstated in provisions farm relief bill with
every privilege and benefit, without restriction. Caldwell shipped in
past four years 2,434 carloads fruits and vegetables,

JamEs G. SMiTH,
Becretary Caldwell Chamber of Commerce,

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr, President, I want to make it plain to
the Senate that the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Georee] has
put his finger upon the crux of the situation that is presented
by what has oecurred here this morning in relation to the
amendment to exclude perishable fruits and vegetables; and
upoh that line the contest undoubtedly will be waged in the
Senate when the amendment is reached.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I desire to suggest to the Sen-
ator from California that the amendment I have offered refers
only to apples and pears.

Mr. JOHNSON. I realize that.

minercs BEFORE BENATE COMMITTEES

Mr. DENEEN, from the Committee to Audit and Control the
Contingent Expenses of the Senate, reported back favorably,
without amendment, the following Senate resolutions authoriz-
ing hearings before various committees, and they were con-
sidered by the Senate and agreed to:

Senate Resolution 39, submitted by Mr, Frazier on April 24,
1929 :

Resolved, That the Committee on Indian Affairs, or any subcom-
mittee thereof, is authorized, during the Seventy-first Congress, to send
for persons, books, and papers, to adnfinister oaths, and to employ a
stenographer, at a cost not exceeding 25 cents per 100 words, to report
such hearings as may be had on any subject before said committee, the
expense thereef to be paid out of the contingent fund of the Senate;
and that the committee, or any subcommittee thereof, may sit during
the session or recess of the Senate.

Senate Resolution 40, submitted by Mr. MeTcALF on April
24, 1929:

fesolved, That the Committee on Education and Labor, or any subcom-
mittee thereof, 18 authorized, during the Seventy-first Congress, to send
for persons, books, and papers, to admfinister oaths, and to employ a
stenographer, at a cost not exceeding 25 cents per 100 words, to report
such hearings as may be had on any subject before said committee, the
expense thereof to be paid out of the contingent fund of the Senate;
and that the committee, or any subcommittee thereof, may it during
any session or recess of the Senate.

Senate Resolution 41, submitted by Mr. WATERMAN on April
24, 1929:

Resolved, ‘That the Committee on Patents, or any subcommittee
thereof, be, and hercby is, authorized, during the Seventy-first Congress,
to send for persons, books, and papers, to administer oaths, and to
employ a stenographer, at a cost not exceeding 25 cents per 100 words,
to report such hearings as may be had in connection with any subject
which may be before said committee, the expenses thereof to be pald
out of the contingent fund of the Senate, and that the committee, or
any subcommittee thereof, may sit during the sessions or recesses of
the Senate.

Senate Resolution 43, submitted by Mr. THomAs of Idaho on
April 26, 1929:

Resolved, That the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, or
any subcommittee thereof, is hereby authorized during the Beventy-first
Congress to send for persong, books, and papers, to administer oaths,
and to employ a stemographer, at a cost not exceeding 25 cents per
100 words, to report such hearings as may be had in connection with
any subject which may be before said committee, the expenses thereof
to be paid from the contingent fund of the Benate, and that the com-
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mittee, or any subcommittee thereof, may sit during the sessions or
recesses of the Senate,

Senate Resolution 44, submitted by Mr. SHorTRIDGE On April
26, 1929:

Resolved, That the Committee on Privileges and Elections, or any
gubcommittee thereof, be, and hereby is, authorized during the Seventy-
first Congress to send for persong, books, and papers, to administer
oaths, and to employ a stenographer, at a cost not exceeding 25 cents
per 100 words, to report gsuch hearings as may be had in connection with
any subject which may be before said committee, the expenses thereof
to be paid out of the contingent fund of the SBenate, and that the com-
mittee, or any subcommittee thereof, may sit during the sessions or
recesses of the Senate.

Senate Resolution 46, submitted by Mr. LA ForLLerTE on April
20, 1929:

Resolved, That the Committee on Manufactures, or any subcommittee
thereof, be, and hereby is, authorized during the Seventy-first Congress
to send for persons, books, and papers, to administer oaths, and to
employ a stenographer, at a cost not exceeding 25 cents per 100 words,
to report such hearings as may be had in connection with any subject
which may be before said committee, the expenses thereof to be paid out
of the contingent fund of the Senate, and that the committee, or any
subcommittee thereof, may sit during the sessions or recesses of the
Benate,

CLERKS TO CHAIRMAN OF MAJORITY CONFERENCE -

Mr. DENEEN. From the Committee to Audit and Control
the Contingen{ Expenses of the Senate I report back favorably
with an amendment Senate Resolution 50, submitted by the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNArY] on April 30, 1929, and I
ask unanimous consent for its immediate consideration. *

There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to consider
the resolution.

The amendment was, in line 2, after the word “employ,” to
insert “as chairman and as Senator,” so as to make the reso-
lution read:

Resolved, That the chairman of the conference of the majority of
the Senate hereby is authorized to employ, as chairman and as Senator, a
clerk at §$3,300 per annum, an assistant clerk at $2,600 per annum, two
assistant clerks at $2,150 each per annum, and one assistant clerk at
$1,830 per annum, to be paid from the contingent fund of the Benate
until otherwise provided by law.

The amendment was agreed to.
The resolution, as amended, was agreed to.

REIMBURSEMENT OF EXPENSES TO WILLIAM S, VARE
Mr. DENEEN. From the Committee to Audit and Control the

~ Contingent Expenses of the Senate, I report back favorably,

without amendment, Senate Resolution 54, submitted by the
Senator from California [Mr. SmorTrIDGE] On the 4th instant, to
reimburse WitLiam 8. Vire for certain expenses in connection
with his claim to a seat in the Senate, and I ask unanimous con-
sent for its immediate consideration,

There being mo objection, the resolution was considered by
the Senate and agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Benate hereby is authorized and
directed to pay from the appropriation for miscellaneous items, con-
tingent fund of the Benate, fiscal year 1928, to WiLLiAM B. Vaimm
$15,007.38 for reimbursement for expenses incurred in collecting and
impounding ballot boxes ordered by the Senate in 61 counties of Penn-
sylvania, as evidenced by vouchers from United States marshals in
possession of the Committee on Privileges and Elections, authorized by
resolution of December 17, 1827, to hear and determine the contest
between William B, Wilson and the said WiLLIAM 8. Vamre for member-
ghip in the United States Senate.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED

Bills and joint resolutions were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred
as follows:

By Mr. COPELAND:

A bill (8. 966) for the relief of Francis Leo Shea ; to the Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs.

A bill (8. 967) granting the consent of Congress to the con-
struction of a highway bridge across the Hudson River between
the cities of Albany and Rensselaer, N. Y.; to the Committee on
Commerce,

A bill (8. 968) for the relief of Anna Faceina;

A bill (8. 969) for the relief of Edna B. Erskine; and

A bill (8, 970) conferring jurisdiction upon the United States
Court for the Southern Distriet of New York to hear and deter-
mine the eclaim of the owner of the French auxiliary bark
Quevilly against the United States, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Claims,
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By Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma :

A bill (8. 971) aunthorizing the use of tribal moneys belonging
to the Kiowa, Comanche, and Apache Indians of Oklahoma for
certain purposes; to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

A bill (8. 972) for the relief of Guy Swan; to the Committee
on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. MOSES:

A bill (8. 973) granting an increase of pension to Lizzie M.
Lindsay (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. METCALF:

A bill (8. 974) granting an increase of pension to Hannah
Ciook (with accompanying papers) ; to the Commitee on Pen-
sions.

By Mr. CAPPER:

A bill (8. 975) for the relief of Catherine McLinden; to the
Committee on Finance.

A bill (8. 976) granting a pension to Jennie Sanford Harvey
{with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. GOFF':

A bill (8. 977) for the relief of Mrs. W. M. Kittle; and

A bill (S. 978) for the relief of Sarah E. Edge; to the Com-
mittee on Claims,

A bill (8. 979) for the relief of Henry C. Perrine; to the
Committee on Military Affairs,

A bill (8. 980) to extend Dbenefits under the World War
veterans' act, 1924, as amended, to Herbert L. Burge; and

A bill (8. 981) to extend benefits under the World War
veterans' act, 1924, as amended, to James L. Hannon; to the
Committee on Finance

A bill (8. 982) to amend the act entitled “An act reclassify
ing the salaries of postmasters and employees of the Postal
Service, readjusting their salaries and compensation on an
equitable basis, increasing postal rates to provide for such
readjustment, and for other purposes ”; to the Committee on
Post Offices and Post Roads,

By Mr. REED:

A bill (S. 983) to amend section 14 of the national defense
act;

A bill (S, 884) to regulate computation of percentage of active
pay to be paid as retired pay to officers of the Army;

A bill (8. 985) to credit certain officers of the Army with
service at the United States Military Academy ; and

A bill (S. 986) to amend section 90 of the national defense
act, as amended, relative to the employment of caretakers for
National Guard organizations; to the Commitiee on Military
Affairs.

A bill (8. 987) to authorize an appropriation to cover damages
to an automobile of William H. Baldwin ; and

A bill (8. 988) for the relief of Franz J. Jonitz, first lieu-
tenant, Quartermaster Corps, United States Army ; to the Com-
mittee on Claims.

By Mr. COUZENS:

A bill (S. 989) granting an increase of pension to Annie
Young; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. BRATTON:

A bill (8, 991) to grant unreserved nonmineral lands to the
several States; and

A bill (8. 892) granting certain public lands to the State of
New Mexico to aid said State in the construction of public
roads and in the maintenance of public schools and public in-
stitutions of learning; to the Committee on Public Lands and
Surveys.

By Mr. BINGHAM :

A bill (8. 993) to authorize appropriations for bunildings,
sites, and other facilities for the publie schools of the District
of Columbia ; to the Committee on the Distriet of Columbia.

By Mr. SHORTRIDGE :

A bill (8. 994) for recognition of meritorious service per-
formed by Chief Gummer Clarence L. Tibbals; to the Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. WATSON:

A bill (8. 995) granting a pension to John McHenry (with
accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. REED:

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 31) conferring the rank, pay,
and allowances of a major of Infantry to date from March 24,
1928, upon Robert Graham Moss, late captain, Infantry, United
States Army, deceased; and

A joint resolution (8. J. Res. 32) to provide for appropriate
military records for persons who, pursuant to orders, reported
for military duty, but whose induction into the service was
not, through no fault of their own, formally completed on or
pﬂmirst.o November 30, 1918; fo the Committee on Military
Affa
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AMENDMENT OF WORLD WAR VETERANS' ACT, 1924

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. At the request of the Ameri-
can Legion, I introduce a bill to amend the World War veterans’
act, 1924, and ask that it be referred to the Finance Committee.

The bill (8. 990) to amend the World War veterans’ act,
1924, was read twice by its title and referred to the Committee
on Finance

Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I request that
a brief explanation of this bill be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp, from the report made on H. R. 16819 by the Committee
on World War Veterans' Legislation, in the Honse of Representa-
tives, Seventieth Congress, second session,

The amendment proposed to section 19 of the World War
veterans' act of 1924 was included in H. R. 16819 and passed
the House of Representatives during the Seventieth Congress,
gecond session, but was not acted upon in the Senate.

There being no objection, the matter was ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

[H. Rept. No. 2392, 70th Cong., 24 sess.]
AMEND WORLD WAR VETERANB' ACT, 1824

February 6, 1929.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union and ordered to be printed

Mr, JouxsoN of South Dakota, from the Committee on World War
Veterang' Legislation, submitted the following report to accompany
H. R, 16819

The Committee on World War Veterans' Legiglation, to whom was
referred the bill (H. R. 16819) to amend the World War veterans'
nct, 1924, as amended, having considered the same, reports thercon
with the recommendation that it be passed. The bill as now pre-
gented proposes several substantial changes to which the attention
of the House of Representatives is specifically directed. They are as
foilaws

Ll ® L ] L] L

2. Sect!on 2 of the bill proposes to amend section 19 of the World
War veterans' act, 1024, as amended, which relates to the filing of
suits on Insurance, by including therein a provision authorizing the
court as part of judgments entered thereunder to direct the refund
of unearned premiums, and also by authorizing the issuance of sub-
penas for witnesses who are required to attend the trials, these sub-
penas to run from any district Into another; provided that in
the event the witness lives out of the district in which the court is
held at a greater distance than 100 miles from the place the court is
held, the permission of the court must be had. Prior to September
19, 1928, the district courts had authority to issue subpenas under
the circumstances mentioned, this authority belng contained In section
054, title 28, United States Code, the operation of which, however,
expired, by its own terms, on September 19, 1928, since which date
the United States district courts have had no authority in civil cases
to subpena witnesses living in a different district a greater distance
than 100 miles from the place In which the court is held. Defense
witnesses in most of the insurance suits live more than 100 miles from
the district court in which the suits are brought, and although authority
exists for the taking of testimony of such witnesses by deposition, this
method s unsatisfactory and the defense of the Government is
restricted and hampered by the limitations of the present law. This
amendment is recommended by the director. The bill further proposes
to amend section 19 by the inelusion of a paragraph under which the
director will be authorized to order part-time and fee-basis employees
of the bureau to appear ss witnesses in suifs against the Government
under this section and to pay them, in his discretion, a fee in an
amount not to exceed $20 per day. The Comptroller General has ruled
that the Government is unauthorized to pay as expert witnesses in the
the trial of insurance sults physiclans who are already in the employ
of the Government on a part time or fee basis, on the theory that
the payment of a witness fee in addition (o the usual compensation
paid them as part-time salaries or as fees by the bureau would be
double payment to these employees. This lack of authority in the
bureau to use and pay as witnesses physicians who are familiar with
the casea in suits also hampers the Government in its defense.

AMENDMENTS TO FARM RELIEF BILL

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma, Mr.. COPELAND, and Mr.
BROOKHART each submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by them, respectively, to Senate bill 1, the farm relief
bill, which were ordered to lie on the table and to be printed.

AMENDMENT OF STANDING RULE XXV
Mr. BINGHAM submitted the following resolution (8. Res.
55), which was ordered to lie on the table:

Resolved, That the last paragraph of section 1 of Rule XXV of the
Standing Rules of the Scnate be, and hereby is, amended to read as
follows : * Committee on Territorial and Insular Affairs, to consist of

14 Senators."”

-
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. Halti-
gan, one of its clerks, announced that the Speaker had affixed
his signature to the bill (H. R. 2158) making an appropriation
for defraying the—expenses of the United States Marine Band
in attending the Confederate Veterans' Reunion to be held at
Charlotte, N, C., June 4 to June 7, inclusive, 1929, and it was
signed by the Vice President.

UNIFICATION OF RAILROADS—ADDRESS BY SENATOR FESS

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, on last Saturday night the
distinguished Senator from Ohio [Mr. Fess] delivered a very
illuminating address over the Washington Star weekly radio
forum on the subject of Railroad Consolidation. I ask unani-
mous consent that it may be inserted in the REccrp.

There being no objection, the address was ordered to be
printed in the Reconp, as follows:

The commercial progress of the Natlon has been phenomenal. One
of the chief agencies of that growth is transportation, ineluging steam,
water, highway, and aerial. Steam transportation has advanced to the
point where we now have the most eflicient service In the world. Water
transportation will receive more and more attention. Highway traffic
is Increasing by leaps and bounds, and air navigation is the newest, and
will take a wide range in the pnear future. I will speak only to-night
of steam transportation, with reference to the one outstanding problem
of securing the maximum utilization of transportation facilities.

The problem of railroad unification is to reduce from many to a few
systems, Steam transportation to-day is owned by nearly 2,000 com-
panies, and is operated by nearly 1,000 separate organizations. ~The
problem is to reduce them to, say, 20 systems. On an average that
would consolldate the more than 250,000 miles of road into systems of
around 10,000 miles each. It does not mean, of course, that each
system will be egual to every other system.

The unification proposal is based upon the principle of concentration
and control. Concentration is the order of modern industry. To forbid
it is to reject the essentials of modern progress. It is in the iuterest
of increased efficiency and sound economy. Control, however, I8 neces-
sary In the public interest, which, after all, is the real test of all
legislation.

The element of aggression in the use of power tends to take advan-
tage of the public unless held in check, hence the necessity of control.
This principle was recognized in the act of 1920 but little progress
has been made since that date, In accordance with the mandate of the
law requiring a complete plan of unification, a tentative plan, at the
request of the commission, was submitfted by Professor Ripley, of
Harvard, which, after consideration, was not accepted by the Inter-
state Commerce Commission. Later the commission submitted its own
tentative plan, but did not regard it satisfactory, and later it recom-
mended to Congress the repeal of this mandate as an impracticable
requirement, After eight years of failure to produce a plan, having
virtually abandoned that part of the statute, the commission is again
working upon such a plan, but as yet has not reached a final deeision.

Recommendation by the commission is also made (1) forbidding any
unification without the approval of the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion, this is to give the commission greater authority over the sub-
ject; (2) power to reject unification unless specific line or llnes are
included, this Is to insure against the abandonment of weak roads;
and (3) some other minor changes, such as the filnancial set-up, in-
volving bonds and stocks, nonpar stock, stock of voting privileges,

Amendments to the present law to facilitate unification have been
urged by the commission, and also by Presidents Harding, Coolidge, and
Hoover, all of whom have expressed their conviction of the advantage
of the same in no uncertain ferms. In accordance with these recom-
mendations bills were introduced in both branches of Congress. I intro-
duced a bill in the last Congress, which the Committee on Interstate
Commerce reported, but failed to get action. I reintroduced it in this
special session. The policy of unification is supported by the American
Railway Association, representing the class A roads, which inecludes the
systems providing 90 per cent of rail revennes. It is supported by the
Bhort Line Association, representing class B and C roads; by the In-
dustrial Traffic League, representing the shipping public; and by
economists and students of tramsportation. In fact, thus far the as-
soelations which have spoken are in favor of the pollcy. In the hear-
ings on the bills no one appeared in opposition to the proposal. On the
other hand, voluminous data were assembled in favor of the bills which
were reported by the committees of both houses,

The touchstone of thiz proposal is the public interest. Any and all
legislation to be justified must meet this test. While it should respect
the rights of" the owner in profitable investment, which is the primary
interest of the investor, and while it should respect the rights of labor,
which is the chief concern of employment, in a proper standard of wage,
it must also respect the rights of the publie, the third party to the con-
tract, in adequate service, which, after all, is the final test of all
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legislation. 1In fact, all such legislation should regard the third party,
the public, as of chief concern.

In the public interest unification must retain necessary competition,
which is essential protection to the public. While there will be unifica-
tion of lnes there must be competition between systems, It must also
avoid any undue lessening of existing competition. Competition in
service ia the surest guaranty of proper regard for adequate public
interest, while absence of competition is the certain jeopardy, if not
aband t of adequate service. Unification on these lines will in-
gure many benefits to the public. It will insure economy in operation.
The larger system can make better use of its more ample equipment
than the smaller with its limited equipment. It will permit more
direct routing of cars and less back-hauling of freight.

It will make available direct lines for fast freight. It will reduce the
cost of switching. The number of junction points will also be reduced
to the minimum. It will insure standardization of methods and equip-
ment, maximum utilization of shops and equipment, and concentration of
purchasing agencies. These changes obviously will operate in the in-
terest of economy.

Unification will doubtless insure better service by strengthening
credit taci]ifies. which will permit additions and betterments in both
equipment and road beds. A great system will be in a better position
to make direct and fast shipments, to supply the demand for cars of
special type, and to give regular and more adequate and satisfactory
service by each system connecting with another system. BSuch a plan
will permit the operation of solid trains to and from large centers with
a maximum use of terminals. It would insure uniform service through-
out the year. It would also lessen and simplify the problems of regula-
tion, It is obvious that the Interstate Commerce Commission, now
dealing with nearly 2,000 companies, with their wvaried complaints,
would be greatly relieved if these could be reduced to a score more or
less of systems. If the revision of the rate structure will permit of a
reduction of rates in the interest of agriculture, so militantly demanded
by many people of the agricultural West it can only be done through a
plan of umification, For after all the publie is more concerned over
adeguate than cheaper service.

Whatever else may be urged as argument for the unification of roads,
the primary or conclusive reason is the strengthening of the weak lines;
first, to insure more adequate transportation; and, secondly, to avoid
Government ownership. I fully agree with the late Senator Cummins
that we have the alternative of preserving the weak lines through unifi-
cation, or the adoption of Government ownership of transportation.

There are many railroad companies, totallng thousands of miles of
ronds, which have ceased to be profitable, either through lack of equip-
ment or traffic by the exhaustion of sources, such as in the working-
out of mines, the exhaustion of o0il sources, the cutting off of the
forests, etc., or the fallure may be due to bad management. Both the
Ripley and the commission plans designed as complete plan omitted
many of these weak roads, many thousands of miles. Whatever be the
cauge of the condition and failure of these roads, they supply a service
for the communities huilt up by these transportation lines. To abandon
these roads because of loss in their operation would be to abandon the
people of the community. It must be conceded that independent opera-
tion can not continue indefinitely at a loss. If the alternative is pre-
sented to either abandon the roads, or operate them by the Government,
the latter will be the controlling alternative. These roads, under such
a situation, are sufficient in number and influence to dominate senti-
ment for Government ownership. If this policy is once entered upon to
cover these weatk roads, the npext step will be the inclusion of the
strong roads. The average American citizen does not realize the
strength of Government ownership sentiment in the country. It is
heard in the halls of Congress, where it has powerful advocates. It is
strongly promulgated by Influentlal publications, as well a8 in the
forums of public opinion, by propagandists of no mean ability.

It regards public utilitles, such as communieation agencies—tele-
graph, telephone, and radio—its realm for immediate agitation. The
advocates of Government ownership scan power development, especially
hydroelectric, as within their field, and are by no means excluding
transportation as a publle function and within the realm of the Gov-
ernment. There can be little doubt of what will be done in case no
way is found to preserve these roads which can not continue as inde-
pendent lines. The public will not permit their abandonment. The
only alternative in sight for Government ownership Is unification, by
which a line, weak as independent, may become a source of profit as a
feeder of a general system. A great system is due to its feeders, each
of which may serve as a profit to the system, while it could not exist
alone. One gystem made up of 100 branches, taken together, may be
profitable, which, if operating as a hundred separate systems, would be
unprofitable. *

In the other way around, we may have a region served by 100 sepa-
rate and unprofitable roads, which, if consoclidated into one or more
systems with a unified management and equipment, might guite profit-
ably insure a better public service. It i on that basis that the
principle of unification has been and is now being urged. It at once
enlisted and stimulated the support of all eclasses, who look on Gov-
ernment ownership as unwise, and will provoke the opposition of those
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who view the policy of Government ownership as the better plan of
operation,

The strong urgency for unification to include all lines, on the one
hand, and the hesitancy of systems to include roads obviously weak,
on the other, has created sentiment for compulsory unification. It is
urged in some quarters that by some authorities that compulsion is
necessary if unification is desired. It is declared that managers will
not consolidate themselves out of a job by voluntary action. I am
not convinced that compulsion is wise. The pending bill is not com-
pulsory but voluntary, which looks to consolidation as a rational evolu-
tion on the lines of industrial progress, to be carried out in line with
economie rather than political reasoning. While the pending bill is not
compulsory it does give authority to the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion to deny the unification unless the proposed system includes such
road or roads as the commission deems necessary, The bill provides
four methods of unification ;

(1) Where It is accomplished by one system taking over the physical
properties of one or more other systems ;

(2) Where a corporate merger is permitted by one or more systems
merging into the corporate control of an existing system ;

(3) Where a consolidation is effected by an entire new corporation
created to absorb other systems which lose their existence ; and

(#) By the purchase of the securities of other roads.

The hope of the proponents of this constructive legislation is to
insure an adequate transportation system operated by private enter-
prise under proper regulation in the interest of the public. It will
be a definite announcement of a transportation policy which will enable
freedom in management to proceed in improvements and betterments
demanded by a rapldly growing loecality, which will in time unlock
resources and insure still greater prosperity to all our people.

“ UNDER OUR FLAG "—LEAFLET BY IGNATIUS K. WERWINSKI

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, under House
Joint Resolution 304 of the Seventieth Congress President Cool-
idge appointed Mr. Ignatius K. Werwinski, of South Bend, Ind.,
as a member of the Pulaski Sesquicentennial Commission. Mr.
Werwinski has issued a leaflet entitled “ Under Our Flag,” and
dedicated to the Sons of the Revolution. I ask unanimous con-
sent that it may be printed in the REecorp.

There being no objection, the leaflet was ordered to be printed
in the Rucorp, as follows:

UNDER OUR FLAG

By Ignating K. Werwinski, lieutenant, Officers’ Reserve Corps; also
member of the United States Pulaski Sesquicentennial Commission by
appointment of Pregident Calvin Coolidge, under H. J. Res, S04, 70th
Cong. :

Under our flag, purest, most potent emblem of law, order, Christian
civilization, that ever saluted the dawn, during the Revolutionary War,
gave a life to a hero of two hemispheres, Brig. Gen, Casimir Pulaski,

Under our flag, ne'er dropped in dust of defeat, fostered by revered
father of the Revolution, the name of Brig. Gen., Casimir Pulaski, is
imperishably written in letters of gold on the pages of American history,
defylng the ages. X

Under our flag, floating in zephyrs of high heaven o'er the eternal
capital of a republic, founded on the rock of righteousness, symbol of
humanity's fondest, dearest hope, forever proclaiming justice, human
brotherhood throughout the land, through the inspirations left us by
Brig. Gen. Casimir Pulaski.

Under our flag, unstained, untarnished, bejeweled, gleaming in darkest
night, her triumphal march across the centuries a path of light. Who
dare touch with profaning hand, this sleepless majestic gunardian of an
ardent, strong, brave, free people, and under which flag Brig. Gen.
Casimir Pulaski gave his life in Savannah, Ga., on October 11, 1779.

Under our flag, inspiration of a mighty race, mingling in sentiment
of cherished children, native of her soil undefiled, and lovers of liberty
from every clime, seeking naught but the common good, yearning to
serve mankind 'neath sheltering aegis of the red, white, and blue, under
which Brig. Gen. Casimir Pulaski fought.

Under our flag, immortalized by Washington, and under which flag
fought Brig. Gen. Casimir Pulaski, her beauteous folds spread from Gulf
to Coast by Jefferson, borne aloft by Lincoln in strife of heroes that
united as one a4 sisterhood of States and blended the blue and gray, in
fires of patriotism, preserving every star in the shining standard of
national sovereignty. May Old Glory, under which Brig. Gen. Casimir
Pulaski fought and gave his life, in all the flood of time wave with
undimmed radiance and increasing splendor over the fairest expanse of
God’'s earth.

Under our flag, precious, sublime inheritance, blessing of America's
faith, power, unity, sanctified by patriot blood of our hero, Brig. Gen.
Casimir Pulaski. We consecrate anew in o'erflowing measure our hearts,
our eager, willing service of hand and brain to the defense and greater
glory to our country for which Brig. Gen. Casimir Pulaski fought and
gave his life.

Under our flag may the American people pay the due tribute to the
memory of Brig. Gen. Casimir Pulaski on the one hundred and fiftieth
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anniversary of the death of Brig. Gen. Casimir Pulaski, Revoluotionary
War hero, by cbserving and commemorating the sesquicentennial anni-
versary of his death.

EDITORIAL FROM WASHINGTON POST ON BRAZIL'S GREAT PROGRESS

Mr, ODDIE. Mr. President, as a striking evidence that the
United States enjoys a feeling of confidence in and friendliness
toward the various South and Central American Republics, I
ask that there be printed in the Recorp an editorial from the
Washington Post of this morning entitled “ Brazil's Great Prog-
ress.” It is a splendid statement of the prosperous and happy
conditions existing in that country.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The matter referred to is here printed, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, May 6, 1929]
BRAZIL’S GREAT PROGRESS

Americans are well pleased with the remarkable progress of Brazil,
as set forth by President Washington Luis in his annual message to the
Congress. His report of Government operations and national production
and commerce during 1928 shows that Brazil is making rapid strides
to the forefront of American republics, where it belongs by virtue of its
immense natural wealth and its stable government.

During 1928 law and order were maintained, the budget balanced, a
handsome surplus accumulated, foreign and internal debts reduced, the
gold reserve doubled, eurrency convertible into gold increased, exports
gtill further increased over imports, agricultural and industrial produc-
tion Inereased, and public confidence in business, finance, and industry
enhaneed as a result of stabilization on a gold basis. Brazilian national
bonds are rising in value. The country now preduces 78 per cent of the
world's coffee.

Each of these accomplishments, if it stood alone, would be creditable,
but in the aggregate they constitute an almost unparalleled record of
achievement. This record could not have been made without the earnest
cooperation of an enlightened government and an industrious people.
1t furnishes proof that Brazil has found the road to permanent pros-
perity and peace. When the resources of that vast country are taken
into account it becomes evident that within a few years Brazil will
become one of the leading powers of the world.

Americans were deeply impressed by the manifestations of good will
toward this country in Brazil's reception to Mr. Hoover. The relations
between these giant Nations of South and North America are espeelally
cordial, not only in consequence of the hospitality extended to the
American President elect, but because the peoples recognize close
gimilarities in the two countries. Both are posSessed of immense area
and matchless wealth awaiting development; both are firmly attached
to the principle of government by the people; both seek friendly rela-
tions with their neighbors, and crave most of all an undisturbed op-
portunity to develop their own resources; both foresee a glorious future
for which they must prepare hy cultivating peace and commeres.

The progress of Brazil benefits and encourages other nations, besides
contributing to the assurance of peace in this hemisphere. The United
States rejoices in the rise of this great Republic in South America.

JEFFERSON DAY—ADDRESS BY SENATOR RANSDELL

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, T ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the Reconp a very inferesting and illuminat-
ing address delivered by our colleague, the Senator from Louisi-
ana [Mr. Rasspern] at a banguet held on Jefferson Day in
New York City.

There being no objection, the address was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp as follows:

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, as a Louislana Democrat who has
always been a protectionmist T am delighted that the doectrine of protec-
tlon for American products of factory and farm, taught foreibly by
Thomas Jefferson and Andrew Jackson, the founders of the Demoecratic
Party, was adopted in substance at the Houston eonvention and urged
with much eloguence in last year’s campaign by our great leader, Al
S8mith. Our platform plank cn the tariff and Smith's construction of it
indicated that the party has returned to the moorings of its first 40
years after nearly a century of free trade and tariff for revenue only,
and great was the rejolcing thereat of many Democrats who, like myself,
had felt almost strangers in their father's mansion.

It is a happy coincidence that as we gather here to pay homage to
the memory of Thomas Jefferson the American Congress should be in
special session to consider, in slightly different form, the very questions
he helped to settle at the birth of this Republic. To the people of
Lonisiana Jeflerson is the patron saint of Democracy, and in the lan-
guage of a distinguished son of Massachusetts, they have always beheld
his mighty figure coming down in history with the Declaration of Inde-
pendence in one hand and the title deed of Louisiana in the other.

This special session of Congress has been called primarily to conslder
the farm situation in those States that were earved from the Loulsiana
Purchase. No better light could guide our footsteps than the poliey of
Jefferson, for he gave to this problem the same thought and logle that

have immortalized his doctrine dealing with the rights of man, religious
liberty, and universal education.

Btripped of all subterfuge and simply stated, the remedy proposed by
Jefferson for the ills of agriculture and industry alike was adequate
protection,

In the heat of partisanship that raged throughout his long career it
became the fashion of his opponents to deny him any part in the origin
of the doctrine of protection. This school would date its birth from
the Report on Manufactures prepared by Alexander Hamilton, the
great leader opposed to Mr. Jefferson, in obedience to an order of the
House of Representatives on January 15, 1790, But the first revenue
act passed by the First Congress was signed by President Washington
July 4, 1789—the previous year—and that act was the handiwork of
James Madison, who, In its preparation, counseled with his mentor,
personal and political friend, Thomas Jefferson. It was entitled “An
act for laying a duty on goods, wares, and merchandise hmported into
the United States,” and in its first section these words were used:
“ Whereas it is necessary for the support of the Government, the dis-
charge of the debts of the United States, and the encouragement and
protection of manufactures, that duties be laid on goods, wares, and
merchandise imported,” ete.

Nowhere will there be found a clearer exposition of Jefferson's views
on protection than in his sixth annual message, wherein he said:

“ Shall we suppress the impost and give that advantage to foreign
over domestic manufactures? On a few articles of more general and
necessary use the suppression in due season will doubtless be right,
but the great mass of articles on which Impost Is paid is foreign lux-
urles, purchased by those only who are rich enough to afford themselves
the use of them. Thelr patriotism would certainly prefer its com-
tinuance and application to the great purposes of the public education,
roads, rivers, canals, and such other objects of public improvemlent as
it may be thought proper to add to the constitutional enumeration of
Federal powers.”

In 1802 Jefferson gaid: “ To cultivate peace, maintain commerce and
navigation, to foster our fisherles, and protect manufactures adapted fo
our- circumstances are the landmarks by which to guide ourselves in all
our relations.”

Jefferson’s policy was continued by James Madison, who succeeded
him as President. Madison had witnessed the decline of prosperity
when our commerce was absolutely destroyed by the French on the
one hand and the English on the other as a result of the Napoleonie
wars, That he believed in protection as the quickest way to restore
prosperity is clearly indicated in his special message to Congress in
1815, wherein he sald: * There is no subject that can enter with
greater force and merit into the deliberations than the consideration
of the means to preserve and promote the manufactures which have
gprung into existence and attained an unparalleled maturity through-
out the United States during the pericd of the Furopean wars. This
source of mnational independence and wealth I anxiously recommend,
therefore, to the prompt and constant guardianship of Congress.” g

In later years Madison was a stanch defender of that policy of pro-
tection which had inured to us a high place in the industrial life of
the world. In 1828, 11 years after leaving the White House, when
efforts were being made to create a party of opposition to the principle
of protection, Mad‘mn rebuked the agitators In unequivocal terms,
saying : “A further evidence of the constitutional power of Congress to
protect and foster manufactures by regulations of trade (an evidence

that ought itself to settle the question) is the uniform and praetical .

sanction given to that power for near 40 years.”

President Monroe was undonbtedly infl ed by the opinions ex-
pressed by his predecessors in office and by the policy of protection
which had prevailed uninterruptedly from the beginning of the Govern-
ment, He seemed 80 well convinced that an abandonment of this policy
would result disastrously to the public welfare that he departed from
the customary course and referred to the subject in his inaugural ad-
dress in 1817 by saying, * Our manufacturers will require the systematie
and fostering aid of the Government.,” In his message to Congress in
1823 Mr, Monroe sald:

*“ Having communicated my views to Congress at the commencement
of the last session respecting the encouragement which ought to bhe
glven to our manufacture and the principle on which it should be
founded, I bave only to add that those views remain unchanged. I
recommend a review of the tariff for the purpose of affording such addi-
tional protection to those articles which we are prepared to manufac-
ture and which are immediately connected with the defense and inde-
pendence of the eountry.”

In the next presidential campaign all of the aspirants—John Quincy
Adams, Jackson, Crawford, and Clay—based their candidacies in part on
their support of Ar. Monroe's advocacy of additional protection, Féur
years later, when Jackson and Adams renewed their contest, the main
issue was based on the question of protection. 0ld Hickory, who never
left any doubt of where he stood, was particularly careful to make the
American people acquainted with his record on this point, and the
chairman of the Jackson Corresponding Committee in a ringing address
not only criticized the sincerity of Jackson's opponents, Adams and
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Clay, in their support of the doctrine of protection, but said in reference
to the tariff bill of 1824, wlllch was passed to give additional protection :
“In every step of the progress of this bill before the Senate he [General
Jackson] voted for it, and it is believed that without his ald it would
not have passed.” None of the declarations in favor of protection by
our early chieftalns were more explicit and direct than those of Andrew
Jackson, victor in the Battle of New Orleans, and next to Jefferson,
prineipal founder of the Democratic Party. His ideas on the tariff have
always been regarded as good party doctrine by the sturdy Democracy
of Louisiana, which was so devoted to your Al that it gave him a greater
majority than any other State.

Thus in the light of recorded history credit for the doctrine of ade-
gunate protection belongs to Jefferson, Madison, Monroe, and Jackson, who
guided our Government in its infant days. Following their period were
stormy years of political and economic strife, Our country gradually de-
wveloped, its centers of agriculture and commerce shifted, and its national
life became more complex. Out of the maelstrom of politics came the
erroneous idea that as the policy of * free trade” had at various times
subsequent to the eras of Jefferson and Jackson been associated with the
Democratic Party its great founders were responsible for it. This
charge is absolutely unjustified.

Owing to the peculiar nature of Louisiana’s agriculture and indus-
trial pursuits, the majority of its congressional delegation has always
adhered to the Democratic principles of protection so foreibly and per-
sistently advocated by the illustrious founders of the party. For many
years we have been targets for shafts of criticism hurled from the
Democratic side of the Senate and House, hence we are glad that our
party has returned to the faith of its fathers, as demonstrated in the
last presidential election.

No longer will the Loulsiana delegation stand apart from Democratie
ranks on tariff matters, for the doctrines of our founders are once more
the guiding light of the party. The platform adopted at Houston last
year reiterates our belief in adequate protection for American industries
and agriculture. It stated that * the Democratie tariff legislation will
be based on the followlng policies :

“(a) The maintenance of legitimate business and a high standard of
wages for American labor.

“(b) Increasing the purchasing power of wages and income by the
reduction of those monopolistic and extortiopate tariff rates bestowed
in payment of political debts,

#(¢) Abolitlon of logrolling and restoration of the Wilson conception
of a fact-finding Tarif Commission, quasi jundicial and free from the
Executive domination which has destroyed the usefulness of the present
commission.

“(d) Dutles that will permit effective competition, insure against
monopoly, and at the same time produce a fair revenue for the support
of Government. Actuoal difference between the cost of production at
home and abroad, with adequate safeguard for the wage of the Ameri-
can laborer, must be the extreme measure of every tariff rate,

“({e) Bafeguarding the publlc against monopoly created by special
tariff favors.

“(f) BEquitable distribution of the benefits and burdens of the tariff
among all.

“(g) Wage earner, farmer, stockman, producer, and legitimate busi-
ness in general have everything to gain from a Demgoeratic tariff based
on justice to all.”

That platform was amplified and strengthened by Governor Smith
in his Louisville speech during the campaign. On that occasion he
displuyed his ability to mmke clear and concise the problems which his
opponents sought to shroud with intricacy and obscurity. In ringing
words he rallled the party around his standard and gave to the Nation
his idea of the tariff problem. He stated his belief in the nonpartisan
aspect of the tariff and expressed the hope that it would be treated
as a business and economic problem. In part he sald that “ the high
wages and constructive policies established by Woodrow Wilson and the
business prosperity rvesulting from them in America, coupled with the
economic ruin of the rest of the world, brought about a new condition
that committed the Demoeratic Party to a definite stand In favor of
such tariff schedules as will to the very limit protect legitimate busi-
ness enterprise as well as American labor from ruinous competition of
foreign-made goods produced under conditions far below the American
gtandard.,” He condemned the Republican policy of leaving the farmer
outside our protective walls. * On import crops,” the govermor said,
“ the farmer must be given equal protection with that aforded indus-
try. On his other products means must be adopted to give him, as
well as industry, the benefit of tariff protection.” In that brief sentence
Al Smith summarized the fact that the Republican Party has posed
as the friend of the farmer for decades, giving him nothing but sym-
pathy, whereas under its régime industry has fared well. The farmer
wants more than sympathy—he wants relief and is entitled to it. The
products of the farm enter every home in the country and it therefore
behooves every citizen to take a part in alleviating the distressing
conditions of agriculture, which has been one of the basic pursuits of
man since the time of Adam. Destroy your farms and your cities will
die from dry rot. TUnder Jeffersonian supremacy, the farmer was on an
equality with every other industry and his decline began with the
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triumph of the Hamiltonian state. In the eyes of Jefferson, the Ameri-
can farmer held a position of paramount importance, but Hamilton's
references to the tillers of the soll were few and of little significance.
After many decades the position of this country's two great political
parties remains the same—Governor Smith urged in his Omaha speech
that the farmer “be given equal protection with that afforded indus-
try,” whereas leaders in the Republican ranks have, for the past seven
or eight years, been fighting every proposition of a remedial nature for
agriculture, and with the assistance of presidentlal vetoes, have suc-
ceeded in frustrating all efforts at farm relief.

Let no Democrat apologize for being a protectionist, for protection
was the faith of our fathers. I have always been a firm believer in
that doctrine, having introdueced bills in the Senate for the protection
of agricultural interests, as well as those in other lines of endeavor.
A measure designed to protect the cotton farmers of the Nation against
the frees importation of jute, and furnish a larger market, is being
sponsored by me at this time. As a farmer I appeal to the Democracy
of New York to assist in solving the problems of agriculture, Let it not
be said of us that promises alone have been onr party's contribution
to the solution of agricultural ills. Jefferson was the guiding light
of Democracy in the early days of the Republic. Let his teachings
lead us in the future under the standard of Governor Smith, who,
after 25 years of public life, has shown us the error of our ways and
led us back to the path of Jeffersonian principles.

ADDRESS BY DR. CHARLES H. MAYO ON “ DANGER TO MAN OF BOVINE
AND AVIAN TUBERCULOSIS " (8. DOC. WO, 7)

Mr., BLAINE., Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed as a Senate document an address delivered by Dr.
Charles H. Mayo, of Rochester, Minn., before the American
Veterinary Medical Association at Minneapolis, Minn., Aungust
9, 1928 on the subject Danger to Man of Bovine and Avian
'glberculosls, together with the bibliography that is annexed

ereto.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?
hears none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I simply wish to state that
the law requires that a statement of the cost shall be attached
to the application. Does the Senpator know what the cost
will be?

Mr. BLAINE. I do not know.

Mr. FLETCHER. Of course, in the case of an address from
such an eminent source as this, I think it is perfectly proper to
proceed ; but that is the law. I have no objection, however.

INTERNATIONAL PAPER & POWER CO.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Senate a
resolution coming over from a previous day, submitted by the
Senator from Montana [Mr. WaALsH].

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr, President, some errors in
names have been pointed out to me in the resolution which I
submitted on Saturday last. I ask leave to modify the resolu-
tion and to offer a resolution by way of substitute for it, and I
shall ask for its immediate consideration.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The substitufte resolution will be
read for the information of the Senate.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

Whereas it appears from testimony taken by the Federal Trade Com-
mission under and by virtue of Senate Resolution 83, Beventleth Con-
gress, first session, that the International Paper & Power Co. and its
affiliated concerns are the owners of stock in the Boston Herald and the
Boston Traveler, published at Boston, Mass. ; the Chicago Daily News,
published at Chicago, IlL; the Chicago Journal, published at Chiecago,
IlL; the Tampa Tribune, published at Tampa, Fla.j» the Greensbore
Record, published at Greensboro, N. C.; the Knickerbocker Press, pub-
lished at Albany, N. Y.; the Albany Evening News, published at Albany,
N. X.; the Brooklyn Eagle, published at Brooklyn, N. Y.; the Augusta
Chronicle, published at Auvgusta, Ga.; the Columbia Record, published
at Columbia, 8. C.; the Spartanburg Herald and the Spartanburg
Journal, published at Spartanburg, 8. C.; and possibly other interests in
other journals: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the Postmaster General is hereby directed to transmit
to the Senate for its Information a copy of the last statement filed by
the editor, publisher, buginess manager, or owner of each of the news-
papers above enumerated, setting forth the names and post-office ad-
dresses of the editor and managing editor, publisher, business manager,
and owners, and the stockholders, if the publication be owned by a
corporation, and algo the namea of the known bondholders, mortgagees,
or other security holders, as required by the act of Congress approved
August 24, 1912,

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Montana
yield to the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield.

The Chair

Mr. BINGHAM. I understand the resolution is now before us
under the rule. I should like to ask the Senator from Montana
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why it is necessary for the Senate to pass a resolution to get
information which is publie property and which has to be pub-
lished, if my recollection is correct, as an advertisement in
certain newspapers whenever it is offered. Why can not the
information be secured by writing to the Postinaster General?
In other words, why should.the Senate be asked to pass a reso-
lution looking to this end?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I suppose any individual Senator
who is interested in the matter could get the information in that
way.

Mr, BINGHAM. If the Senator thinks he could get it by
writing to the Postmaster General, why should the Senate be
asked to pass a resolution to get it?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I want it for the information of
the Senate, not for my own information.

Mr. BINGHAM. Could it not be used for the information of
the Senate if the Senator got it in a more private manner?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Oh, I suppose so,

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Montana
vield to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield.

Mr. McKELLAR. I take it that the Postmaster General will
report any other papers which may be in a like situation, under
the clause in the resolution reading * and possibly other inter-
ests in other journals.”

Mr. WALSH of Montana. No; that refers to the ownership
of the International Paper & Power Co. and requests only the
statements with respect to the papers specifically mentioned.

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, will the Senator yleld?

Mr. WALSH of Montana, I yield.

Mr. EDGE. As I understand, the resolution simply asks for
the information which the law requires the papers to furnish
the Postmaster General,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. For copies of statementis which
the law requires shall be filed with the Postmaster General.

Mr. EDGE. I see no objection to it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
resolution as modified.

Mr., BINGHAM. Mr. President, is it necessary that the
whereases be passed by the Senate?

The VICE PRESIDENT. That comes after the adoption of
the resolution.

Mr. BINGHAM. Perhaps I am ignorant in the matter or not
acqainted with the Senate precedents sufficiently, but I can not
for the life of me see why the Senate should be asked to pass a
resolution when the Senator who introduces it admits that he
could get the information perfectly well without the resolution
being passed by the Senate, when he could use it perfectly well
in a speech and have it printed for the information of the Sen-
ate. There are a good many people in this country, not in any
way concerned in this matter, who think that the Senate is a
little too fond of passing resolutions casting some kind of an
aspersion upon a business, and implying that the business is not
as it should be.

I wish the Senator from Montana would give us some good
reason why the Senate should pass this resolution when he has
admitted that he could get the information perfectly well in
another manner and could bring it to the attention of the Senate
in another manner.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, aspersions have
been cast by so many high-class newspapers in the country upon
the particular transaction which gives rise to the resolution
that I feel quite justified in myself easting whatever aspersion
upon business is implied in the presentation of this resolution.

With respect to the other part of the guestion addressed to
me by the Senator I beg leave to say that resolution after
resolution is passed by the Senate of the United States asking
the various departments for information which the authors
of the resolutions requesting the information might get for
their own information by writing to the departments.

This is a matter of public interest and public concern, as
disclosed by the comment to which it has given rise all over the
country. That is the reason why I want the information
brought in a public manner to the Senate of the United States,
so that if the law requiring the submission of certain infor-
mation to the Postmaster General, which was enscted away
back in 1912, does not meet the requirements of the case, the
Senate may take appropriate action with respect to it by way
of amendment or oth
. Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, before the Senator takes his
seat will he tell us whether, in his opinion, the law as it now
stands is not adeguate to get the information which is necessary
in a case of this kind?
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Mr. WALSH of Montana. I have not given the subject suffi-
cient study to answer the question.

Mr. BINGHAM. I wish before the Senator asks us to pass
any resolution of this kind he would give the subject a little
more study. He admits that he is willing to take upon him-
self any blame for casting an aspersion upon what apparently
we have a right to think is an innocent business until it is
proven guilty; yet he is not satisfied with that, but asks the
Senate to cast an aspersion upen it.

I wish that it was not necessary for the Senate to pass reso-
lutions of this kind. I suppose the resolution will be passed,
because almost everybody says, “ Let it go through. It will not
do any harm. We could get the information anyway by writ-
ing.” I wish the time would come when the Senate of the
United States would not be held up to ridicule and scorn for
passing resolutions of an unnecessary character,

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I presume it is true that some-
times we pass resolutions which are unimportant, and think we
can get along better by letting them go through without object-
ing. But I look upon this resolution as one of considerable im-
portance, affecting a subject in which the public is interested,
and, as was said by the Senator from Connecticut, some of the
people do not know about it, but it is a matter which I hope
more of the people will know something about, and this will
have a tendency to bring them information in reference to it.
It will bring the information to the Senate officially.

No aspersion would be cast upon any honest business by this
resolution. We are asking for copies of affidavits of newspaper
publishers which the law requires them to file with the Post
Office Department. It may be that the information could be
obtained in some other way, but that is no reason why we should
not obtain it in this way. I like this way better than any
other, perhaps for a different reason than that entertained by
some Senators. For some time I have been thinking, and I
know of other Senators who have been wondering, whether it is
going to be necessary for Congress to change the law requiring
the filing of affidavits of this kind. The object of the law is to
give to the people and the readers of newspapers whatever facts
there may be in relation to the ownership of the newspapers, in
relation to the holding of bonds or other evidences of indebted-
ness of the newspapers.

I think everybody can see the point in that kind of law, and
realize the usefulness of that kind of a law. It is so that the
readers of a paper may know whether the paper is owned by
some particular interest, not casting reflections upon anybody
who owns a newspaper. If, in this case, the thing which has
aroused public interest brings about the disclosure that large
corporations engaged in the development, distribution, and sale
of hydroelectric energy to the people are the owners of or have
an indireet control of newspapers—ithrough which the people
must get their information as to public matters—and that by
such ownership their interests would naturally incline such
newspapers to lean in the direction, in public matters, in which
these special interests might desire to have them lean; if it will
enable the publieto know whether such interests do own directly
or control indirectly the means of communication by which the
people of the country must obtain their information as to public
affairs, T think it is well that we should have the information.

This would cast no aspersion on any honest ownership. There
are those who believe that a great public wutility corporation
engaged in the business of developing, disfributing, and selling
electricity has, as a matter of business, no use for a newspaper
along the lines of their business, and that when they go into
the newspaper business, it may be with some ulterior motive.
That is not charged in the resolution, but information as to the
ownership of newspapers will have a tendency to show whether
there is anything in it or not.

I know that many Members of Congress have been wondering
whether our laws are sufficiently effective as to require the dis-
closure of the ownership of newspapers, or indirect control of
newspapers, by the holding of mortgages and bonds. The law
requires that certain disclosures be made—no one guestions that
law, or the object of it—so that the public may know whether
any particular newspaper is likely to be controlled by some
interested corporation engaged in the building up of sentiment
favorable to the interest concerned. This matter comes up after
disclosures that have shocked the conscience of all honest citi-
zens have been made, brought about by the development of the
ir;veﬁtlgatton going on now before the Federal Trade Commis-
sion.

It seems to me that it is eminently proper that this resolution
should be adopted by the Senate, and that we should show our
interest in it by its adoption, and that this information, coming
to us, which may aid us in any change which may seem desir-
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able to have made in the law, should be given the widest pub-
licity, and that we should get the information officially.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska
yield to the Senator from Alabama?

Mr. NORRIS, I yield.

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator will recall, perhaps, that some
very interesting disclosures have been made by the Federal
Trade Commission recently in regard to the Birmingham News,
the Age-Herald, and the Montgomery Advertiser.

Mr. NORRIS. Yes. I had something to say about that on
the floor of the Senate some time ago.

Mr. HEFLIN. Yes; I recall that.

Mr. NORRIS. And I am going to have semething more to
say about it a little later.

Mr. HEFLIN. I hope the Senator will. Does not the Senator
think it would be well for Congress to pass a law providing
that all of these big dailies that have interstate ecirculation
should certify to the Government here who owns the paper, who
the stockholders are, all of them, so that people will know who
it is who is trying to mold public opinion in America?

Mr. NORRIS. Not only who the stockholders are, but the
amount of stock owned by each one.

Mr. HEFLIN. Yes; and to show who it is that is trying to
mold public opinion and to defeat or promote legislation.

Mr. NORRIS. Yes.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr, President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska
yield to the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. NORRIS. In a moment I will yield. One of the objects,
perhaps the primary object, of the law on the statute books
requiring these affidavits to be filed by newspaper publishers,
is that that very idea may be carried out.

As I look at it, every honest newspaper man engaged in the
legitimate business of operating a newspaper hails with delight
anything of that kind. He wants to have the public know; he
does not want to have any law that will cover up facts, so that
he may be classed with those who are trying surreptitiously to
control, by all manner of means, the newspapers of the country.

Now I yield to the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, the Senator evidently feels
that the present law requiring the publication of the names of
those owning stock and bonds in every publication using the
mails is not adequate.

Mr, NORRIS. I would not say that. I will say frankly to
the Senator that I do not know. One of the reasons why I
favor the resolution is because I want to get some more infor-
mation. I expect to make a study of the question. This is one
step, and I think it will be a valuable step, in ascertaining what
does really happen in carrying out the law and what are its
practical effects. It may be that no amendment will be neces-
sary. It may be that it will be found necessary. I am inclined
to think that some amendment will be necessary, although at
}}l;is tinl;f I have no idea what it should be or whether it should

at a

Mr. BINGHAM, It would seem as though the resolution were
intended to imply that the International Paper & Power Co. and
its affilinted concerns had not acted in accordance with the law.
So far as I understood from what the Senator from Montana
said—and he will correct me if my understanding is not ac-
curate—he desires to compare the last statements filed by the
various newspapers with the testimony taken by the Federal
Trade Commission, Is that correct?

Mr, WALSH of Montana. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT., Does the Senator from Nebraska
yield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The Senator is quite correct, but
he has not got the first proposition right. No report is required
from the International Paper & Power Co. because it owns stock
in a newspaper. The statement is made by the managing editor
or the editor or some officer in charge of the paper and not by
the stockholders.

Mr. BINGHAM. I understood that.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. If there is a failure to comply
with the law that can be charged against anybody, it will not be
charged against the International Paper & Power Co. That may
be some comfort to the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. BINGHAM. The Senator need not imply by innuendo or
otherwise any comfort or discomfort which I may have in the
matter, I am merely endeavoring to find out what the Senator
is trying to do, and from a reading of the resolution it appeared
to me the Senator was trying to prove that the newspapers had
not complied with the law.

Mr. HEFLIN and Mr. VANDENBERG addressed the Chair.
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The VICE PRESIDENT., Does the Senator from Nebraska
yield; and if so, to whom?

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I want to yield to myself for
a moment, and therefore I will not yield to anybody else for the
time being.

The object is not necessarily to find out whether newspapers
are complying with the law, as I am looking at the resolution.
The object of it is to get the truth and the facts. It may be
found upon examination that they are not complying with the
law., It may be found that they have complied with the law,
but that the law is insufficient and ought to be changed. In either
case it will be beneficial to get vindication or otherwise of the
law and its operation. It will be valuable information that the
Senate and the country ought to have.

Mr. President, if the occurrence which has brought about the
resolution and the power company which has purchased sev-
eral newspapers were the only things that had happened, we
might not pay so much attention to it, but it is only a part of
the program that has been going on as the investigation shows
and has been charged here in the Senate for several years.
A gigantic trust is trying to control not only newspapers but
every other means of communication by which sentiment can
be built up favorable or unfavorable to this point of view
or that point of view. So that, in my opinion, it seems to me
the information is going to be of assistance to the Senate in
deciding what steps, if any, ought to be taken.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, whatever view the distin-
guished Senator from Nebraska may take about the resolu-
tion, the Senator from Montana [Mr. Warsu], who introduced
it, has admitted that his object was to find out whether the
newspapers had reported the owmership of stock in the com-
pany by the International Paper & Power Co. If the Senator
from¥ Montana has any information from the public returns
of those newspapers, which, I take it, must be published as
soon as made, that that is the case and that they have not
reported the ownership or the stock that is owned by the
International Paper & Power Co., it seems to me it is the duty
of the Senator from Montana to place the information in the
hands of the distriet attorney or the Department of Justice
and have a case brought in the proper court against the news-
paper company and the matfer settled in court as to whether
the newspaper has been guilty or not of making false returns.

Seriously, it does not seem to me in accordanee with old-
fashioned ideas of American justice that we should pass a
resolution implying that whereas it appears from testimony
taken before a certain commission that a certain power com-
pany has stock in certain newspapers, and therefore we desire
to know from the Postmaster General whether those news-
papers have admitted the ownership of the stock or not. It
seems to me that is not in accordance with the principles of
fairness and justice on which the couniry has been founded
for so long. It implies that newspapers are guilty.

The very introduction of the resolution, and asking that we
pass it, implies that there has been some hocus-pocus going
on, and, although I may be the only one that does so, I shall
vote against the resolution because it includes the names of
certain newspapers which are impliedly charged with failure
to keep the law when there is no evidence before the Senate
whatsoever that they have not complied with the law, and it
tarnishes their good name. It seems to me, from my ‘old-
fashioned point of view, that the first thing to be done is
for the Department of Justice to make the inquiry and not
for the Senate of the United States to make the inquiry. If
the Senator from Montana has any evidence that the news-
papers in question have not complied with the law, it is his
duty to place it in the hands of proper officials of justice
but not to ask us to pass a resolution of this kind.

Mr, DILL. Mr, President, will the Senator from
yield?

Mr, BINGHAM. I yield the floor,

Mr. DILL. I want to ask the Senator a question.

Mr, BINGHAM. Very well.

Mr, DILL. What harm will be done by the facts asked for in
the resolution being brought to the Senate? What injury will
be done to anybody?

Then why object to the records being brought to the Senate?

Mr. BINGHAM. I have tried to make myself as clear ns I
could with the English language at my command. The reason
why 1 object is that the Senator from Montana [Mr. WALsH]
implies that certain citizens or corporations of the United
States owning newspapers have broken a law, and he asks us to
pass a resolution implying that they have broken the law, ask-
ing for evidence of whether they have broken it or not, by sub-
mitting certain matters to the Senate, which is not a court of
Jjustice,
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Mr. DILL. But there is nothing in the resolution that says
anything about anybody breaking the law. It simply asks for
the information. What is there about it that implies that any-
one his broken the law?

Mr. BINGHAM. The distinguished Senator from Washing-
ton is too good a lawyer and too keen a statesman to know that
if there were not something that one could read between the
lines there would be no necessity for the resolution, because the
Senator from Montana has already admitted that he could get
the information perfectly well by writing to the Postmaster
Gieneral ; that it is all a matter of public record and he could
lay it before the Senate if he found or if some one in his office
were asked to compare statements made by the different news-
papers with statements made before the Federal Trade Com-
mission and found material diserepancies. He would then have
all the evidence he would need. He could put it in the hands of
the Department of Justice,

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Connecticut
yield to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr. BINGHAM, I yield.

Mr. McKELLAR. Let me ask the Senator a question. We
will assume they have not violated the law. We will suppose
they have sworn to the truth and the facts are ascertainable
from the Post Office Department.

Mr. BINGHAM. We must so assume.

Mr, McKELLAR. We must so assume. Could not the Sen-
ator well desire that the information be brought here in order
to exonerate the newspapers, if he is interested in the news-

rs? :

fler. BINGHAM. I am not interested in any of the news-
papers or in the International Paper & Power Co. I am merely
interested in old-fashioned American justice. But so crazy
have we gone in our efforts to dig up matters that may or may
not be of criminal intent that we insist on taking the time of
the United States Senate to imply that people have broken the
law instead of following the usual course of justice and putting
the matter in the hands of the officers of justice in order that
the parties may be investigated and if necessary brought to
trial.

Originally we used to say that every man in the country
was innocent until he was proven guilty, but now there is
nothing to prevent us from casting aspersions in public on
the floor of the United States Senate against any person or cor-
poration against whom we desire to cast such aspersions. It
seems to me the time has come, so far as I am concerned, to
make a feeble protest against that sort of thing.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, speaking as one who
has been in American journalism for a quarter of a century,
1 want to say, generally speaking, there is no group in American
life with higher or more scrupulous ethical and patriotie
standards than are found in the operation of American news-
papers. I wish to say in addition that out of my familiarity
with certain of the papers named in the preamble to this
resolution I am perfectly sure that the relationship involved
can not by any stretch of the imagination go to a control of
policy or involve any untoward relationship. For that reason
I should consider that it would be most unfortunate if any
propesal for inquiry were to be stopped at this time.

Ventilation means vindication, or it means the disclosure of
practices which 99 per cent of American journalism would con-
demn with all the vehemence of the distinguished Senators
from Nebraska and Montana.

For the very reason of my faith in the newspaper profession,
for the very reason of my confidence in those of my acquaint-
ance who are named in the preamble, I hope the resolution
will pass and that this or any kindred examination will be
made as searching as possible, Truth never fears sunlight.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr, President, the Senator from Connecticut
talks about old-fashioned justice and the old-fashioned point
of view. What he contends for here is not old-fashioned justice
or an old-fashioned point of view in the newspaper business.
The time was when we had editors everywhere who were con-
scientiong, fearless, and able. They wrote exactly what they
believed, They were planted in various sections of the coun-
try. They were in every State of the Union. Where is that
old-fashioned editor to-day? With a few exceptions he is gone.
Why is he gone? The predatory interests have appeared upon
the scene, and when he has seen them moving steadily and
surely upon the people, doing things that he knew were detri-
mental to their best interests, he dared to fight them. Then
what did they do? They put up a newspaper right by his side
and put the subseription price lower than his and put him out
of business, bankrupted him. That is what has happened in
various places.
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I know, in the case of the Age-Herald in my State, the paper
was a strong advocate of prohibition. Time was when it advo-
cated prohibition and law enforcement. It was bought by some
interests. I do not know exactly all of the interests that were
in the deal. I have an idea and I think I shall know before the
year is out. It changed front suddenly and it has been a wet
paper ever since. It is advocating things right to the contrary
otl (;h;;‘se which it advocated the day before the other people
80l

That is what is going on in other parts of the country. A
large portion of the press is no longer free. Anybody who is
honest with himself and wants to be true to his country is
bound to admit that fact. We have but few newspapers that
are absolutely free. We have men who are free and some of
themr are in the press gallery of the Senate. But the country
knows generally that a large portion of the press is subsidized,
that it is owned by the big predatory and other dangerous inter-
ests of the Nation, and that they feed to the public exactly what
they want the public to have and they keep from the public the
things they do not want the public to have.

Those dangerous combinations are moving in practically every
State in the Union. They are operating in my State to-day.
They are seeking to flout their papers down there. They are
trying to put out of business the papers that are asking for a
fair deal for the people of the State who have business with
the power companies, and the Federal Trade Commission is
investigating that angle of the matter now. We can not do any
harm by nraking these investigations. If these people are free
of wrongdoing the investigation will disclose it. If they are
guilty of wrongdoing the facts ought to be known.

This is still our country. But, Mr. President, how long will
it be our country and a free country? If we stop investigations
in the Senate, the last stronghold of liberty in the Nation, if we
here prevent investigations of this kind, what will be the situa-
tion in 25 or 50 years from now, with some rich man in the
East owning 50 daily newspapers in the country, and the same
editorials, or practically the same, appearing in all of those
newspapers at the same time, one man directing from some
place of entrenched privilege the minds of the people and mold-
ing lt-lb‘f public opinion of the greatest Government of all the
world ?

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the Senator from Alabama
yield to me?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Alabama
yield to the Senator fronr Georgia?

Mr, HEFLIN. I yield to the Senator from Georgia.

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator from Alabama will allow me to
remind him that relatively few people read editorials, and edi-
torials do not have as much to do with the formation of public
opinion as do the news items. L

Mr. HEFLIN. That is true, I think; but my statement also
applies to news items. They will not publish the news. Think
of what happened here the other day! In the whole press gal-
lery I have found but one newspaper, and that was the United
States Daily, and I want to compliment it, that printed the
resolution voted on in this body. It was a short resolution and
anyone who wanted to beé fair would have printed it and would
also have printed the vote for and against it. The newspapers
did not do it. Why? Because certain interests did not want
that resolution to go out in the daily newspapers so that the
people might read it. They did not want the vote to be read,
and, therefore, the newspapers were silent as the tomb upon
that also.

Mr. President, I do not care whether the news is favorable
to me or against me; it makes no difference whatever with my
individual course, because they can not stop me from doing my
duty as I see it; but they ought to be fair and let the people
know what transpires here—exactly what transpires here and
not what they want to give out as having transpired. Some
of the most garbled, misleading, and false reports that ever
went out from here as to any matter went out in regard to
what then occurred in the Senate, Still the Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr. BinegAMm] believes in old-fashioned justice and
wants to stand by the old-fashioned viewpoint, which would
prevent an investigation.

Mr. President, the investigation proposed by the resolution
ought to be made. Let the truth be known, and let us pass a
law requiring the names of the stockholders of every big daily
newspaper which has an interstate ecirculation to be made
known and a public record to be made of the fact here: let us
know exactly how much stock they have, and all about it, and
who is directing the policy of the newspaper. That is some-
thing we can do toward preserving a free press in this great
Nation of ours, and we can do it in time before it shall be ever-
lastingly too late.
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Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, I can not agree to the oppo-
gition to this resolution which comes from the Senator from
Connecticut. The resolution of the Senator from Montana asks
for information which the public have a right to obtain. They
have a right to know what is back of the ownership of the news-
papers of the country. If there are publishers who oppose pub-
licity of this information, they are few in number. I think I
voice the overwhelming sentiment of the publishing fraternity
when I say that we hope this resolution will be adopted.

Mr., DILL. Mr. President, I wish to commend the Senator
from Montana [Mr. WarLsu] for presenting the pending resolu-
tion, and I want to say further that I disagree radically with
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Bingaanm], who would have
the Senator from Montana, or any other Senator who wants to
obtain these facts, become a sort of personal detective and
prosecutor in the effort to secure the information and lay it
before the Department of Justice. In the light of these revela-
tions, and in the light of the widespread discussion of the
Power Trust influence on public opinion of America, it seems to
me that anything that will throw more light upon this sitnation
is desirable.

I think the activities of the great power organizations in try-
ing to influence public opinion, as has been evidenced by the
investigation of the Federal Trade Commission for the past
year, show that it behooves everyone who would keep the
sources of the public information free to do his part in limiting
and controlling the tremendous power that is being built up by
these great organizations of America.

I do not know—in my own mind I am not clear—just what
steps Congress should take to protect the American people
against the abuse of the use of money in influencing and cre-
ating public opinion, but I am sure that whatever can be done
under the Constitution in harmony with American principles
to protect the honest and free formation of public opinion
should be done.

I hope the resolution will be adopted, and I hope the informa-
gluon called for by it will be forthcoming in the immediate

fure.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I very much hope that this
resolution may be adopted. It certainly involves a matter in
which the entire country is tremendously interested. It has
been shown that it is very much interested by the wide pub-
licity that has been given the fact that the International Paper
Co,, interested in power as well as in paper, has bought up an
interest in many newspapers. For that reason a report ought
to be had from the Postmaster General.

In addition to that, Mr, President, we have turned the matter
of investigating the power inferests over to the Federal Trade
Commission. The information ecalled for by the resolution
should be a part of their report. We ought to uphold them; we
ought to sustain them in every proper effort and endeavor. The
newspapers to which attention has been called may not be the
only newspapers which are owned by power companies in this
country. Who knows? We do not know. We ought to go to
the bottom of this matter, and wherever it is found that the
newspapers in this country in faet, either through their bonds
or by their stock, are owned by outside interests, and especially
are owned by power interests, the American people should know
it. We should know the sources through which public opinion
is molded.

Mpr. President, it has been suggested by the Senator from Con-
necticut that the preamble to the resolution ought to be stricken
out. This is one resolution the preamble of which ought not to
be stricken out, for it is a real part of the resolutioh and ought
to be retained. I hope the Senator from Montana, who has done
such splendid work in this and other matters concerning the
public welfare of this couniry, will insist that the preamble
remain in the resolution and that a report be submitted as
called for in the resolution.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
resolution.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I expect to vote for the reso-
lution ; I shall be glad to do so; but the Senator from Connecti-
cut [Mr, Bingaaxm], who has been called out of the Chamber,
asked me if the resolution should come to a vote to make the
point of no quorum. So I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The absence of a guorum being
suggested, the clerk will eall the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Allen Borah Connally Edge
Ashurst Bratton Copeland Fess
Barkley Brookhart Couzens Fletcher
Bingham Broussard Cutting Frazier
Black Burton Dale Geo
Blaine Capper Deneen Gillﬁtz
Blease Caraway Dil Glass
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Glenn Kean Pine Thomas, Idaho
Keyes Pittman Thomas, Okla.

Goldsborough Klnt‘g Ransdell Townsend
Jreeng La Follette Reed Trammell

Hale McKellar Robinson, Ark. Tydings

Harris MecMaster obinson, Ind. Tyson
Harrison McNa Sackett Vandenberg
Hastings Metceal Schall Wagner

Hatfiel Moses Sheppard Walcott

Hawes Norbeck Shortridge Walsh, Mass,
Jnggen Norris Bimmons Walsh, Mont,
Hebert Nye imith Warren

Teflin Oddie Smoot Waterman
Howell Overman teck atson
Johnson Patterson Steiwer ‘Wheeler

Jones Phipps Swanson

The VICE PRESIDENT. Ninety-one Senators having an-
swered to their names, a quorum is present. The question is on
agreeing to the resolution,

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, will the Senator from Ala-
bama tell us whether he thinks the garbled reports which were
published and of which he complains and the failure of the
newspapers to print his resolution in full were due to the own-
ership of the newspapers by the power companies?

Mr. HEFLIN. I do not think the power companies had so
much to do with it. I rather think that the Senator’s friends at
the Vatican had more to do with that than anybody else,

Mr. BINGHAM. I did not catch the Senator's statement,

Mr. HEFLIN, I referred to the Vatican.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, I should like to ask the
Senator from Montana whether he would not be willing to let
this resolution go over until he himself can secure from the Post
Office Department the information in regard to the newspapers
referred to? Surely it will not take more than a day to secure
the reports; the information is public property, and it ecan be
readily ascertained whether there is any evidence that the
newspapers have not submitted proper reports.

Mr., WALSH of Montana. I think the matter has
considered.

Mr, BORAH. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Commecticut
yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. BINGHAM. 1 yield.

Mr. BORAH. I merely wish to ask, has there been any
change in the resolution since it was originally submitted?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I have presented a substitute for
the original resolution merely to correct some errors in the
designation of the names of the newspapers.

Mr, BINGHAM. Mr. President, will the Senator from Mon-
tana tell us why he is not willing to follow that procedure?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, in answer to the
Senator I will say that I think the matter has been fully con-
sidered. I have already answered the question. I have no
personal interest at all in the matter. I am trying to discharge
my duty as a representative of the people of the State of Mon-
tana.

Mr. BINGHAM. Has the Senator any Information that there
has been, in these returns, any concealment of ownership by the
use of dummy directors or names that mean nothing?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The gquestion is guite irrelevant.
Some information has come to me that the reports are not
accurate in all respects.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr, President, I hope very much that this
resolution will not pass, As I said before, I have no interest
whatever in any of these newspapers.

Mr. BLEASE. Mr, President, will the Senator yield to me
long enough to ask for the reading of the modified resolation?

Mr. BINGHAM. I shall be glad to yield for that purpose.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution, as modified, will be
read. .

The legislative clerk read the resolution, as modified.

Mr. BINGHAM. DMr. President, it is a matter of public rec-
ord that the International Paper & Power Co. owns stock in
these various newspapers, or has invested money in eonnection
with the capital invested in these newspaper enterprises. Ap-
parently, there is no question about that. I assume that that
was given as a matter of testimony under oath before the Fed-
eral Trade Commission, Is that correct?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. It is.

Mr. BINGHAM. The publie, then, already knows officially
that the International Paper & Power Co. has seen fit to invest
part of its money in newspapers, evidently in the hope that these
newspapers will buy their paper of this company, which, I
understand, is chiefly engaged in making newsprint paper.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Con-
necticut yield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. BINGHAM. I yield.

Mr. WALSH of Montana.

been fully

That may be the view taken by the

Senator from Connecticut, and that is the view expressed by the
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representatives of the International Paper & Power Co.; but the
very general view prevails that their purpose is quite different.

Mr., BINGHAM, If it is found upon investigation that these
newspapers, in making their returns as to stock issued, have not
mentioned the name of the International Paper & Power Co.,
does the Senator think the implication is that they did not care
to have it known that this company was interested in the par-
ticular newspaper concerned?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Of course, the omission might be
accidental ; but if it was deliberate that would be the necessary
inference, I should think.

Mr. BINGHAM. If it has been published that the Interna-
tional Paper & Power Co. did own this stock, does the Senator
-think that in itself is a sufficient reason to believe that his
suspicions are correct that the reason for their owning this
stock was an improper one and not that they hoped to have this
company as a customer for their paper?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. That, likewise, is quite irrelevant
to the question as to whether the Senate should have this infor-
mation or should not have the information. It is a matter of no
consequence what I think about that.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. BINGHAM. Certainly.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. What is the objection to ob-
taining the information called for by the resolution? Is it not
the object of the statute to make available for the use of the
public the information which this resolution asks?

Of course, the suggestion back of the resolution is that an
effort is being made to control the source of information in so far
as the interests of the power companies concerned are involved.
It was to prevent just that sort of thing being done that the stat-
ute required the publication of the information sought by this
resolution. I ecan not understand the basis of the Senator's
opposition to giving the Senate. the information which presum-
ably the statute makes available for its consideration.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, was the Senator present when
I stated my chief reasons for objecting to it?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Yes; but the Senator from
Arkansas was too obtuse to comprehend the statement of the
able Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. BINGHAM. Oh, no, Mr. President; it was my fault for
not making the point clear, because the Senator from Arkansas
is never obtuse.

My objection, Mr. President, is this:

In the first place, I approve entirely of the statute, and think
it was an excellent statute, and I hope it is being observed;
but, if it is not being observed, I think the proper persons to
investigate it are the members of the Department of Justice
and the distriet attorneys, and not the Senate of the United
States.

In the second place, the information is a matter of public
record; and, furthermore, it must be published as an advertise-
ment in the newspapers concerned whenever they are required by
law to make it. There is no seerecy whatsoever about it,

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, Mr, President, will the Sena-
tor yield for a question?

Mr. BINGHAM. Certainly.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. If any newspaper neglects or
refuses to observe the statute, is there any objection to the
Senate ascertaining that fact?

Mr. BINGHAM. So far as we have heard, there is no charge
whatever that any newspaper has neglected to publish this list.
In fact, all that is called for in the resclution is that the Post-
master General send these lists to us,

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. That is in order that the Sen-
ate may have the information that the Postmaster General has
by virtue of the statute. We do not get the information that is
supplied under the statute unless we call for it.

Mr. BINGHAM. It has all been published in the newspapers.
It is a matter of public record.

Mr., ROBINSON of Arkansas. Yes; but neither the Senator
from Connecticut nor any other Senator has seen if, and in all
probability he would have great difficulty in collecting it.

Mr, BINGHAM, But the subscribers to the newspaper, who
are the persons most concerned, see that statement whenever it
is made. They must know whether the statement made before
the Federal Trade Commission that the International Paper &
Power Co. owns stock in that paper has been published in its
advertisements or not,

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. Presldent, I will not con-
tribute further to the manifest design of the Senator to prolong
the debate until the hour of 2 o'clock.

Mr. BINGHAM. I thank the Senator for the implication
that I ean talk for 20 minutes longer. I have no desire to pro-
long the debate; but I desired and was about to answer the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

885

question which the Senator asked me, and I had only gotten
two-thirds of the way through when the Senator rose and made
his facetious remark.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, And asked the Senator another
one.

Mr, BINGHAM. The Senator did me the honor to ask why
it was that I objected. I gave him two of the reasons. The
third reason is the one that seems to me the most important.
The Senator knows perfectly well that this information could
be obtained by the Senator from Montana or by the Senator from
Arkansas by the mere process of writing a lefter asking the
Postmaster General to give him that information and within 24
hours he would receive it and could present it to the Senate.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I do not know whether that is
true or not.

Mr. BINGHAM. The Senator from Montana admitted that
that was true.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Postmaster General might
extend that courtesy to the Senator from Montana. I assume
that he would do so.

Mr, BINGHAM. The Senator from Montana said he had no
doubt he could get the information in that way.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I assume that the Postmaster
General would answer a letter addressed to him by the Senator
from Montana; but if the Senate desires information for its
use it certainly is not inappropriate to ask for it and to procure
it by resolution; and what difference can it make to the Sena-
tor from Connecticut? The resolution merely seeks to obtain
information. Why does the Senator object to the Senate having
information? Is it not true that we need it?

Mr. BINGHAM. I have no objection to the Senate getting the
information ; and if the Senator from Montana will write a letter
to the Postmaster General asking him for the information, if
there is any delay in his receiving the information I shall then
be very glad to vote for the resolution. But until he does so,
until there is some showing that the Postmaster General is en-»
deavoring to conceal it, I do not see why the names of certain
good newspapers throughout the country should be put into the
“ whereases " which we are asked to pass upon in a resolution,
implying that they are not making a fair and honest return,
but that they are making a false return, and that we must have
those returns before us to see whether they conform to the re-
turns made before the Federal Trade Commission in the testi-
mony which has been referred to.

That is why I object to the resolution. It is not that there
is anything in the information that anyboedy ought not to have.
It is all a matter of public interest, anyway. It is because the
Senator from Montana, instead of doing it himself, wishes to
get the Senate of the United States to imply that these news-
papers have not made a proper return, and that we had better
see what kind of return they have made, and see whether or
not it checks up with the information that was given to the
Federal Trade Commission. That is why I object to it.

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Con-
necticut yield to the Senator from New Jersey?

Mr. BINGHAM. I do.

Mr. EDGE. Does it occur to the Senator, in view of the
questions that have been raised in this debate, and to some
extent the doubts that have been expressed, that it would
be all the fairer to the newspapers to pass this resolution at
this time, in order that it could not be inferred that there was
any objection to giving the greatest amount of publicity to
the financial reports already made? Does not the Senator
believe that the situation in which we are placed now is one
that demands that the resolution shall be passed, I repeat, in
fairness to the newspapers concerned?

Mr. BINGHAM. That was the position taken by the junior
Senator from Michigan [Mr. Vanpexperc], the most distin-
guished journalist on the floor.

Mr. EDGE. 1 refuse to enter into that argument, Mr. Presi-
dent, [Laughter.]

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas.
new issue.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I do not think that statement
ought to pass unchallenged in the absence of the Senator from
Kansas [Mr, Carper]. [Laughter.]

Mr., BINGHAM. There are others here whom I see who
might readily believe that their journalistic efforts—or at least
their efforts to produce material for the CoNgrEssioNAL Rec-
orp—led them to a superior plane from the Senator from
Michigan. [Laughter.]

Mr. VANDENBERG. I hope there will be no investigation
of that particular phase of the problem, at any rate.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, it is quite evident from the
question propounded by the Senator from New Jersey [Mr.

Mr. President, that raises a
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Epeu] and from the position taken by the Senator from Mich-
igan [Mr. VanNpeneeme] that they believe that we would be
doing an injustice to the newspapers concerned if this resolu-
tion were delayed and were not immediately passed. I regret
that that is so, because it seems to me the kind of resolution
which we should not pass, one of those utterly useless public
gestures intended to procure publicity and acclaim from a cer-
tian section of the public. I do not see why we have to pass
that kind of resolution; but since the matter has gone so far,
and since it might appear that if the resolution did not pass
we were endeavoring to conceal something, and since it appears
now that it would be an advantage to these newspapers to
have this matter cleared up at once, I shall withdraw all objec-
tion to it, although I know very well it is not the kind of resolu-
tion we ought to pass, and I shall vote against it.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing
to the resolution as modified.

The resolution, as medified, was agreed to.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The guestion now is on
agreeing to the preamble as modified.

The preamble as modified was agreed to.

INVESTIGATION OF FEDERAL PATRONAGE

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair lays before the
Senate the following resolution coming over from a previous
day, which the clerk will report.

The resolution (8. Res, 42), submitted by Mr. GrorGe April
25, 1929, was read, as follows:

Resolved, That the investigation authorized and directed by Senate
Resolution 193, Seventieth Congress, as modified by Senate Resolution
330, Seventieth Congress, relating to Federal appointments, shall be
continued and completed by the Senators appointed as a subcommittee
of the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads for the purposes of
such investigation, notwithstanding any changes in the membership of
such committee.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The gquestion is on agreeing
to the resolution.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, if the Senator from Georgia will
permit a question, may I ask if the resolution is satisfactory to
the chairman of the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads?

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I desire to say that when the
resolution was offered, the junior Senator from South Carolina
[Mr. Brease] objected. Subsequently he withdrew his objec-
tion. I submitted the matter to the chairman of the Committee
on Post Offices and Post Roads, the Senator from Colorado [Mr,
Pripps]. I wish to state that that committee is now investi-
gating not merely post offices but all Federal offices, while
originally the investigation was confined to postal matters. I
did consult the chairman of the Committee on Post Offices and
Post Roads, and from the last statement he made to me I
understood that he acquiesced in the passage of the resolution.
If the Senator will permit the resolution to go through, and the
chairman of that committee wishes to lodge a motion for a
reconsideration, I will agree to it.

Mr. REED. That is all I could ask.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing
to the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OF THE BULES—OPEN EXECUTIVE BESSIONRS

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, some time ago I made a motion
to amend Rule XXXVIII, and I requested, when the resolution
went over, that it might retain its position without prejudice.
Apparently it has been laid on the table. I ask that it be
restored to its original place and that it may go over without
prejudice.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will state to the
Senator from Washington that the Recorp shows that the re-
quest was made by him and that the request was acceded to.
If the calendar shows otherwise, it will be changed.

Mr. JONES. My request just made is granted?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It is.

TAX REFUNDS

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, we all remember the gques-
tion of tax refunds so actively fought over at the last session.
It will be recalled that an amendment offered by me to the
deficiency appropriation bill was adopted after it had been
changed a great deal. However, it did provide for a public
statement to be made ahout every tax refund. The first reports
of the Bureau of Internal Revenue under the amendment are
before us, and I ask unanimous consent that these reports,
together with a letter from Mr., Parker, be inserted in the
Recorp as part of my remarks.

It will be seen from these reports that only about $6,000,000
in claims of more than $20,000 have been refunded in a period
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of more than six weeks. At this rate refunds in claims of
$20,000 or more will not amount to more than $50,000,000 a
year. I am informed that these large refunds constitute more
than three-fourths of the entire refunds. When we recall the
enormous sums heretofore pald out in refunds amounting to
more than $200,000,000 per year, it looks as if the amendment
insisted upon and passed by the Senate will save to the Gov-
ernment an enormous amount of money each year. It will be
noted that of the £6,000,000 refunded, credited, or abated, as
shown in the reports, more than $4,600,000 was refunded to one
estate at the end of a lawsuit.

I am very happy to make this report to the Senate. It shows
the necessity of the legislation that was passed by Congress at
the last session. I hope the statement of facts may hereafter
be a little more full in the cases which have not been before
the courts.

I also ask to insert in the Recorp the amendment as it was
adopted, the Secretary’s regulations of March 14, 1929, and
the President’s order of the same date.

I take this occasion to,commend President Hoover for his
order in the matter of these refunds. I would be glad to com-
mend the Secretary also but I ean not, because I recall that he
wrote a number of letfers against the amendment on which the
regulation was based. I have noted with some amusement the
studied effort upon the part of the Secretary not to refer to the
law on which the regulation' is really based. It would seem
from the reports that very little of the deficieney appropriation
of $75,000,000 will be used——

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Tennessee
yield to the Senator from Alabama?

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield.

Mr. HEFLIN. Does the request include the Executive order
of the President?

Mr. McKELLAR. I have included the Executive order, the
statute as amended, and the order of the Secretary of the
Treasury.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

JOINT COMMITTEE OF INTERNAL REVENUE TAXATION,
Washington, May 4§, 1929,
Hon. KENNETH McEELLAR,
United Btates Senate, Washington, D. O.

My Dear SexAToR: In accordance with your request I am attaching
hereto coples of all the decislons of the Commissioner of Internal
Revenue in refund, credit, or abatement cases of over $20,000 each,
issued from March 14, 1929, up to to-day. The decisions in these
cases are publiec pursuant to the Executive order of the President dated
March 14, 1929, and Treasury Decision No, 3858, amended, issued on
the same date. A copy of the order and the amended Treasury declsion
are also attached.

The total amount of refunds, credits, and abatements, and the in-
terest and costs thereon, may be summarized as follows for the 13
decisions made public up to date—

Total refonds.

Total credits
Total abatements

$3, 457, 552. 40
256, 083, b6
212, 196. 49

Total interests and costs 84,921.15
Grand total 6, 011, 653. 60
Very respectfully,
L. H, PArRgER.

Declsion No, 1
TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
BUREAU OF INTERNAL REVENUE,
April g0, 1929,
In re: Estate of Willlam Waldorf Astor, the Farmers Loan & Trust

Co., trustee, New York, N. Y.

An overassessment of estate tax in favor of the above-named tax-
payer is determined in the amount of $4,633,530.49,

The entire above overassessment is due to a decision of the United
States Circuit Court of Appeals for the Becond Circuit in the case of
this taxpayer (Farmers Loan & Trust Co., Trustee, v. Bowers, 20 Fed.
(2), 14).

Refunded, $4,635,530.40,

D. H. Briir, Commissioner.

Decision No. 2
TREASURY DEPARTMENT, BUREAU OF INTERNAL REVENUE,
April 16, 1929,
In re: The Hoftheimer Bros. Co., Cincinnati, Ohlo,
An overassessment of income and excess-profits taxes in favor of the
above-named taxpayer is determined as follows:

Fiscal year ended June 30, 1918, overassessment oo $62, 597. 58
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The entire above overfssessment is due to a decision of the United
States Circuit Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit in the case of this
taxpayer for the year involved (Dean v, The Hoffheimer Bros, Co., 29
Fed. (2d) 668).

D. H. Braie, Commissioner.

June 30, 1918, refund, $51,468.74 ; interest, $11,116.54; costs, $12.30.

Decision No. 3
TrEASURY DEPARTMENT, BUREAU OF INTERNAL REVENUE,
April 16, 1929,
In re: Trust Co. of Georgia, Atlanta, Ga.

An over t of in and profits taxes in favor of the above-
named taxpayer is determined as follows: [

Year 1919, overassessment. $259, 007.93

The entire above overassessment is due to the decision of the United
Btates Circuit Court of Appeals for the Fifth District in the case of this
taxpayer for the year involved (Rose v, Trust Co. of Georgla, 28 Fed.
(2d) T67).

D. H. BLAR, Commissionér.
1919, refund, $199,258.53 ; interest, $59,827.80; costs, $11.60,

Declsion No. 4

TREASURY DEPARTMENT, BUREAU OF INTERNAL REVENUE,
April 16, 1929,
In re: Barker Bros, (Inc.), Los Angeles, Calif.
Overassessments of income and profits taxes in favor of the above-
named taxpayer are determined as follows:

Year : Overassessment
1917 $17, B365. 04
1918 25, 188, 44

The entire above overassessments are due fo & decigion of the United
Btates District Court for the Southern District of California in the case
of this taxpayer for the above years (Barker Bros. (Ime,) v, Carter,
unreported),

D. H. BLAIR, Commissioner,

1917, refund, $12,171,76; 1918, refund, $17,684,67; 1017 and 1918,
interest, $12,697.05.

Decigion No. §
TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
BUREAU OF INTEENAL REVENUE,
April 16, 1929,
In re: Fisk Rubber Co., New York, N. Y.

An over t of i and profits taxes in favor of the above-
named taxpayer is determined as follows:

Year 1920, over ment

A hearing was held June 15, 1928,

The entire overassessment is caused by a reduction in the inventory
valuation as of December 31, 1920.

After thorough and extensive examinations of the taxpayer's books
of accounts and records by field examiners and conference held in the
burean it is determined that the inventory valuation as at December 31,
1920, was materially overstated in the tax return. In the present audit
the same inventory valuation is used as at that date as was used for
the opening inventory in the prior audit of the case for the year 1921,
and which was stipulated and approved by the United States Board of
Tax Appeals for that year, Docket No. 15840,

D. H. Bramg, Commissioner,

Year 1920, credited, $105,548.69; refund, $110,721.21,

$216, 269. 90

Decision No. 8
TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
BUREAU OF INTERNAL REVENUE,
April 16, 1929,
In re: P. Lorillard & Co., New York, N. Y.

An overa tof i and profits taxes in favor of the above-
named taxpayer is determined as follows:

Year 1920, overassessment.__

A hearing was held June 15, 1927,

Of the above overassessment $235,828.7T1 is caused by an increase
to the inventory value as of July 1, 1920, as reported by the taxpayer
in its income and profits tax return filed for the year 1920. The in-
crease in value has been allowed after thorough examinations of the
taxpayer's books and records and conference in the bureau and is con-
sistent with the increase in inventory value as at December 31, 1919,
used in determining a deficiency in tax for that year.

The balance of the above overassessment in the amount of $726.22
is eaused by a deduction from the reported income representing the
depreciated cost of a capital asset permanently discarded during the
taxable year. Section 234 (a) (4) of the revenue act of 1918; article
142 of regulations 45: Appeal of King Lumber & Oil Co, 4 B, T. A.
1253.

$236, 554. 93
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The foregoing adjustments are made In accordance with a stipulation
approved by the United States Board of Tax Appeals in the instant
case, Docket No. 244384,

D. H. BraIgr, Commissioner,

Year 1920, credited, $85,002.88; refunded, $151,552.05,

Decision No. T

TRBRASURY DEPARTMENT,
BrorpAU oF INTERNAL REVENUR,
April 18, 1929,
In re: Dallazs Brass & Copper Co., Chicago, L
An overassessment of income and profits taxes in favor of the
above-named taxpayer iz determined as follows:
Year 1918, overassessment a

A hearing was held December 29, 1927,

The entire overassessment Is caused by a redetermination of the
profits tax liability under the provisions of sections 827 and 828 of the
revenue act of 1918, due to the existence of abnormal conditions
affecting the taxpayer's capital and income to the extent that if the
profits tax were computed without the benefit of such sections it would
work upon the taxpayer an exceptional hardship evidenced by gross
disproportion between the tax so computed without the benefit of
section 327 of the revenue act of 1918 and the tax computed by refer-
ence to representative corporations specified in section 328, Section
327 (d), revenue act of 1918: Appeals of Davis and Andrews Co.,
2 B. T. A, 328; E. B. Ficklen Tobaceo Co., 10 B, T, A. 51

The present determination of the profits tax liability, as above, is in
accordance with a stipulation approved by the United Statea Board
of Tax Appeals in the instant case, docket No. 2629,

D. H. Bram, Commissioner.

$31, 212. 49

Year 1018, abated, $31,212.40.

Declgion No. 8

TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
BUREAU OF INTERNAL REVENUE,
f April 85, 1929,
In re: Minneapolis, 8t. Paul & BSault Ste. Marie Railway Co., Min-
neapolis, Minn,
An overassessment of income tax in favor of the above-named tax-
payer is determined as follows:

Year 1920, overassessment____

A hearing was held March 21, 1929.

The overassessment s caused by the following adjustments:

Guaranty perlod settlement: Reduction of the income reported in
the return filed, representing amounts claimed by the taxpayer from
the Federal Government for the six months “ guaranty period " imme-
diately following their release from Government control on March 1,
1920, by the excess of such amounts over the actual settlement made
by the Government in a later year, causes $117,334.56 of the over-
assegsment. This adjustment is made in accordance with the provi-
slons of 8. M. 2070 (C. B. IV.-1, 127), inasmuch ns the taxpayer
reported its income on the accrual basis and it accepted the provisions
of section 209 of the transportation act of 1920,

Accrued liability : Allowanece of a deduction from the reported income
for a liability incurred in 1920, but the exact amount of which was
not finally determined until a subsequent year, results in $50,805.16
of the overassessment. Proper adjustment has been made in the audit
of the return filed for the year in which settlement was made.
Article II1 of Regulations 45; appeal of Producers Fuel Co.,, 1
B. T. A. 202,

Amortization of bond discount: The balance of the overassessment,
amounting to $9,936.56, is caused by the allowance of an increased
deduction for amortization of discount on bonds maturing serially,
computed in accordance with the provisions of G. C. M, 3832 {(C. B.
VII-1, 123).

$178, 076. 28

D. H. BLAIR, Commissioner.,
Year 1020, credited, $66,431,99; refunded, $111,644.20.

Decislon No. 9
TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
BUREAU OF INTERNAL REVENUE,
April 20, 1929,
In re: H, K. Enopf, 3576 Beechwood Boulevard, Pittsburgh, Pa.
Overassessments of income taxes, penalties, and interest in favor of
the above-named taxpayer are determined as follows:

Year: Overassessment
920 $57,189. 08

}1921 ~ 19,373.82
1922 —nie 7,827. 81
1923 6,891, 12
1924 9, 581, 09

A hearing was held January 21, 1929,
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Jeopardy assessments of additonal taxes for the above yeara were
previously made under the provisions of seetion 279 (a) of the revenue
act of 1926 in amonnts suficient to protect the Government's interests,
and were based en the best information available at that time. The
taxpayer in due course filed an appeal with the United Btates Board of
Tax Appeals from such assessments, Thereafter thorough and extensive
examinations of the taxpayer's books of accounts and records and other
relevant data were made by fleld examiners and conferences were held
in the burean for the purpese of considering allegations made by the
taxpayer, of errors committed in the determination of the Income upom
which the jeopardy ts were basged. Pursuant to such investi-
gations deductions to which the taxpayer was entitled were allowed
and the resultant tax liability was made the subject of a stipulation
which was approved by the Board of Tax Appeals, Docket No. 21642,

The overassgesments result from the following causes:

Contract profits : Allowanece of deductions for expenses paid in connec-
tion with certaln contraets, which expeunses were estimated in the prior
audit causes $9,800.74 of the above overassessment. Sectlon 214 (a)
(1) revenue acts of 1918, 1921, and 1924,

Unidentifled income: Unexplained bank deposits added to the tax-
payer's reported income in the prior andit are reduced by the amounts
which investigation discloses do not constitute taxable income, resulting
in $33,070.22 of the above overassessment,

Commissions : Of the overassessment $8,100.40 is caused by the allow-
ance of deductions for commissions paid by the taxpayer since such
amounts represent ordinary and necessary business expenses as contem-
plated by section 214 (a) (1) of the revenue acts of 1918, 1921, and
1924,

Losses: Of the overassessment $5,847.44 Is due to the allowance of
losses deductible under the provisions of sections 214 (a) (4) of the
revenue acts of 1918, 1921, and 1924 and the regulations promulgated
thereunder. These losses were sustained from sales of securities, opera-
tion of a farm as a business enterprise, and on the sale of an automobile
used for business purposes.

Overstatement of salaries: Of the total overassessment $766.84 is due
to the reduction of salaries reeeived reported as income in the return
gince investigation discloses the amounts of such salaries were over-
stated.

Miscellaneous : Minor adjustments cause $378.26 of the overassess-
ment.

Credits: Of the overnssessment $8,262.33 is attributable to the allow-
ance In computing the normal tax of eredits for dividends received from
domestie corporations and interest received from obligations of the
United States subject to surtax only as provided by section 216 of the
revenue acts of 1918, 1021, and 1924,

Penalties and Interest : Ad valorem penalties based on the deficiencies
in tax for each of the years involved together with interest for the
years 1920 and 1924 were assessed at the same time the deficiencies in
tax were assessed and determination of overagsessments in tax causes
a proportionate reduction in pepalties and interest,

Year: \ Abated
1920 $57, 189. 08
1921 19, 373. 82
1922 = 7 321 31
1923 6, 891.12
1924 9, 8 09

D. H. Bram, Commissioner.
Decision No. 10
TREABURY DEPARTMENT,
BUREAU Oy INTERNAL REVENUE,
April 16, 1929,
In re: Estate of Frederic B. Jennings, Laura H. Jennings, executrix,
New York, N. X.

An overassessment of income tax In favor of the above-named estate
is determined as follows:

Year 1919, t $46, 287. 04

A hearing was held April 20, 1926.

The entire above overassessment is dne to the following cause:

The individual income-tax return of Frederic B. Jennings for the
calendar year 1919 was filed on March 15, 1920. A deficiency in tax
of $46,287.04 asscssed during May, 1924, was paid on July 30, 1925,
A formal elaim for refund of the deficiency in tax payment was filed
on September 19, 1925,

The 5-year period for collection of 1910 taxes as provided by sec-
tion 250 (d) of the revenue act of 1918 expired March 15, 1925, and
gince the assessment, although made within the gtatutory period, was
made prior to the enactment of the revenue act of 1924, the period for
ecollection was not extended by section 278 (d) thereof. Russell w,
United Btates (49 Sup. Ct. 121). No claim for the abatement of the
deficiency in tax having been filed by the taxpayer the $46,287.04 repre-
sents am overpayment within the provisions of sections 607 of the
revenue act of 1928,

over

D. H. Brug, Commissioner,
Year 1919, refunded, $46,287.04,
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Declsion No. 11
TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
BUREAU OF INTERNAL REVENUE,
April 16, 1929,

In re: Bpring Brook Water Supply Co., care of Federal Water Service

Corporation, New York, N. Y.

Overassessments of income taxes in favor of the above-named tax-
payer are determined as follows:

Year 1923 Overassessment
18, 407. 7

1924 i el sls. 594, Ug

1925 20, 149. 02

A hearing was held June 26, 1928,

The everassessments are caused by the allowanece of additional dedue-
tions for depreciation and by allowance of a loss of a subsidiary eor-
poration in determining consolidated net income,

Of the above overassessments $57,111.17 is caused by the allowance
of additional deductions for depreclation for each of the yearg set
forth above gince the deductions claimed in the returns as filed were
inadequate. This conclusion has been reached after thorough and ex-
tensive investigations of the taxpayer's books of accounts and records
by field examiners and conferences held in the burean, After considera-
tion of all relevant facts and circumstances, such as a proper classifi-
cation of the depreciable properties, establishment of time of acquisition,
and estimated useful life, reasonable allowances for depreciation have
heen allowed as provided by section 234 of the revenue acts of 1921,

1924, and 1926 and the regulations pr Igated ther d Appeal
Even Realty Co., 1 B. T. A. 855,
The balance of the over nts am ting 1o $390.72 results

from deducting a loss of an affiliated eorporation,
D. H. Brams, Commissioner.

Year: R Refunded
19 18,407. 79
1924 2 5 g .08
1925 20 149, 02

Decision No. 12

TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
BOREAU OF INTERNAL REVENUE,
April 22, 1929,
In re: Estate of Simon L. Bloch, Bernhard Bloch, and Arthur Bloch,

Exeeutors, Philadelphia, Pa.

An overassessment of estate tax in favor of the above-named taxpayer
is determined in the amount of $£04,082.73.

The entire overasgsessment is due to a decigion of the United States
District Court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania in the case of
this taxpayer (Bernhard R. Bloch, et al. v. MeCaughn, unreported).

D. H. Brame, Commissioner,

Refund $064, 082, 73
Additional interest 1, 255, 86
Total refunded 65, 338. 59

Decision No. 13
TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
BUuReAU oF INTERNAL REVENUE,
April 20, 1929,
In re: Weill-Jamison Co. (Inc.), New York, N. Y.
Overassessments of jncome and profits taxes in favor of the above-
named taxpayer are determined as follows:
Overassessment
Year 1919 _ £30, 954, 44
Period ended May 81, 1920____ 49, 687. 14
The entire above overassessments are allowed pursuant to a decision
of the United States Board of Tax Appeals in the instant case, reported
at 13 B. T. A. 1342,

D. H. Briir, Commigsioner,

Year: Abated
1819 $30, 084, 44
1020 49, GBT. 14

BUREAU OF INTERNAL REVENUE

Refunding taxes illegally collected: For an additional amount for
refunding taxes illegally or erroneously collected, as provided by law,
including the payment of claims for the fiscal year 1929 and prior years,
$75,000,000 : Provided, That a report shall be made to Congress by
internal-revenue districts, and alphabetically arranged, of all disburse-
ments hereunder in excess of $300 as required by section 3 of the act
of May 20, 1928 (45 Stat. 996), including the names of all persons
and corporations te whom such payments are made, together with the
amount paid to each: Provided, That no part of the foregolng appro-
priation shall be used to pay any refund of an income or profits tax
pursuant to a claim allowed after the enactment of this act in excess

| of $20,000 (other than payments in cases in which a suit in court or a
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proceeding before the Board of Tax Appeals has been or shall be Insti-
tuted or payments in cases determined upon precedents established in
decisions of courts or the Board of Tax Appeals) unless a hearing has
been: held before a committee or officlal of the Burean of Internal
Revenue ; and the decision of the Corhmissioner of Internal Revenue in
any such refund allowances In excess of $20,000 shall be a public record.

(T. D. 4264)

Amending T. D, 3856, publication of Iinternal revenue tax refund
decisions
TREASURY DEABRTMENT,
Washington, D. C.
To collectors of internal revenue and others concerned:

T. D, 3856, as amended (being regulations prescribed by the Secretary
and approved by the President and applicable to the inspection of re-
turns under the revenue act of 1928 and prior revenue acts), is amended
by adding at the end therefor the following new paragraph:

“ 20, The Commissioner of Internal Revenue ghall cause to be prepared
a written deecision in every ease in which an overassessment (whether
resulting in a refund, credit, or abatement) of an income, war-profits,
excess-profits, estate, or gift tax is allowed in excess of $20,000, and
such decision shall be considered a public record and shall be open to
inspection, during regular hours of business, in the office of the Commis-
sioner of Internal Revenue or such office as he may designate. Such
decision shall give the amount of the overassessment and shall be
accompanied by a brief summary of the relevant facts and a citation
of the authorities applicable thereto, or, in a case in which a decision of
a court or of the Board of Tax Appeals has become final, by a citation
of the court or board decision. TUnder no circumstances shall the pro-
visions of this paragraph be construed as making any return, or any
part thereof, open to inspection, or as authorizing the source of any
income, gains, or profits, or the specific transactions resulting in losses
or expenditures, to be made public; nor shall any of the information
containéd in any return or relating thereto be made public except in
accordance with and to the extent necessary in carrying out these
regulations,”

A. W. MELLON,
Becretary of the Treasury.
Approved March 14, 1929,
HereerT HOOVER,
The White House.
EXIECUTIVE ORDEE—PUBLICATION OF INTERNAL REVENUE TAX-REFUND
DECISIONS

Pursuant to the provisions of section 53 of the revenue act of 1928
and section 257 of the revenue act of 1926, it is hereby ordered that
decisions of the Commissioner of Internal Revenue allowing a refund,
credit, or abatement of income, war-profits, excess-profits, estate, or gift
taxes in excess of $20,000 shall be open to inspection in accordance and
upon compliance with the regulations preseribed by the Secretary of the
Treasury and approved by me bearing even date herewith.

HerBErT HoOVER.

THE WHite House, March 1§, 1929

THH CALENDAR :
The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The calendar under Rule

VIII is in order.
Mr. JONES. President, I suggest the absence of a
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will call the roll.

quorum.
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Mr.

Allen Fletcher King Bhortridge
Ashurst Frazier La Follette Simmons
Barkley George McKellar

Bingham Gillett McMaster Smoot

Black Glass McNa ! Bteck

Blaine Glenn Metca Btelwer
Blease Goff Moses Swanson
Borah Goldshorough Norbeck Thomas, Idaho
Bratton Greene Norris Thomas, Okla,
Brookhart Hale * Nﬁﬂ wnsend
Broussard Harris Oddie Trammell
Burton Harrison Overman Tydings
Capper Hastings Patterson Tyson
Caraway Hatfiel Phipps Vandenherg
Connally Pine Wa

Copeland l'{n dcn Pittman Wi cott
Couzens o Hebert Ransdell ‘Walsh, Mass,
Cutting Heflin Reed ‘Walsh, Mont.
Dale Howell Robinson, Ark,  Warren
Deneen Johnson Robinson, Ind. Waterman
bin Jones Backett Watson
Edge Kean Bchall Wheeler
Fesg Keyes Sheppard

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Ninety-one Senators having
answered to their names, a quorum is present,
The clerk will report the first number on the calendar,

CHANGE OF DATE OF INAUGURATION

The joint resolution (8, J. Res. 3) proposing an amendment to
the Constitution of the United States, fixing the commencement
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of the terms of President and Vice President and Members of
ess, and fixing the time of the assembling of Congress,
was considered as in Committee of the Whole.

The joint resolution had been reported from the Committee
on the Judiciary, with amendments, on page 2, line 8, to strike
out “2d" and insert in lieu thereof “ 15th ”; in line 5, to strike
out “15th " and insert in lieu thereof “2d”; in line 18, to strike
out the words “ where the Vice President has not been chosen”
and to insert in lieu thereof the words “of the failure to choose
the Vice President”; and in line 20, after the word *shall,”
insert the word “ then,” so as to make the joint resolution read:

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United
States of America in Congress assembled (two-thirds of each House con-
curring therein), That the following amendment of the Constitution be,
and hereby is, proposed to the States, to hecome valid as a part of said
Constitution when ratified by the legislatures of the several States as
provided by the Constitution ;

“ARTICLE —

“8ectioN 1. The terms of the President and Viee Presldent shall
end at noon on the 15th day of January, and the terms of Senators and
Representatives at noon on the 2d day of January, of the years in
which such terms would have ended if this article had not been ratified ;
and the terms of their suecessors shall then begin.

“8ec. 2, The Congress shall assemble at least once In every year, and
such meeting shall begin at noon on the 2d day of January, unless they
shall by law appoint a different day.

“Bec, 3. If the House of Representatives has not chosen a President.
whenever the right of choice devolves upon them, before the time fixed
for the beginoing of his term, then the Vice President shall act as Presi-
dent, as in the case of the death or other constitutional disability of
the President. The Congress shall by law provide for the case of the
fallure to choose the Vice President before the time fixed for the begin-
ning of his term, declaring what officer shall then act as President, and
such officer shall act accordingly until the House of Representatives
chooses a President or until the Senate chooses a Vice President.

“ 8¢, 4. This amendment shall take effect on the 15th day of October
after its ratification.”

The amendments were agreed to.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, inasmuch as this is the same
resolution that was amended by the Judiciary Committee, is in
the exact form in which we passed it at the last session, and is
in practically the same form in which it has been passed four
times, I am wondering if the Senate is not ready to vote on it

Mr. BLEASE. Mr. President, I understand that the House of
Representatives is not going to consider any matter at this extra
session of Congress except the tariff and the farm relief bill. If
that be true, I can not see the necessity of sending over there
matters which they have killed time and time again.

I am opposed to the joint resolution myself. I voted
against it before, and I shall vote against it every time it comes
before us.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The hour of 2 o'clock having
arrived the Chair lays before the Senate the unfinished business.

FARM RELIEF

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (8. 1) to establish a Federal farm board
to aid in the orderly marketing, and in the control and disposi-
tion of the surplus, of agricultural commodities in interstate
and foreign commerce.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
WaTson] to strike out section 10 as amended.

Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, apropos of the pending
farm velief bill, I wish to suggest that the preservation of
forests and the reforestation of our vast areas of cut-over tim-
berlands is a farm problem of supreme importance, Trees are
products of the farm just as are other things produced by the
soil, the differénce being that erdinary crops are planted, attain
full growth, and are harvested within 12 months, whereas trees
require many years to attain maturity. There is no more beauti-
ful object in nature than a tree, and none more worthy of being
preserved. Trees give great delight to the beholder; they are
the homes of birds and innumerable insects; they protect us
from the summer's heat; and they furnish lumber for our
houses, and fuel for fire. The uses of trees are innumerable and
the earth would be truly barren and sterile if deprived of them.

Just how the wise use of our forests and their reprodnetion,
so asg to Turnish a continuous growth forever, is connected with
the pending bill, I shall not discuss at this time, but the rela-
tionship is close and should be considered with great care by all
true friends of agriculture.

Primitive man regarded forests as obstroctions to his agri-
cultural pursuits because they covered the ground and prevented
its cultivation. Reforestation and ordinary farming are kindred
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pursnits in many respects, though differing in very important
particulars. The problems of reforestation are manifold and
the most complex thereof is taxation. Congress has sensed the
seriousness of this situation and taken steps to assist in solv-
ing it

At the recent meeting of the Southern Forestry Congress held
in the city of New Orleans on the Hth of last month, I delivered
a carefully prepared address entitled “ Reforestation or Defor-
estation,” which I ask to have printed at the close of my remarks
as an exhibit thereto.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered.

(See Exhibit A.)

Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, in the preparation of this
address 1 was aided by a number of thoughtful, intelligent men,
among others Hon. Henry E. Hardtner, president of the Urania
Lumber Co., Urania, La. He is one of the most prominent
lumbermen and economists in the Nation, and is regarded by
many as the father of reforestation in the South. His vision
and enterprise have caused Louisiana to assume leadership in
forestry practice, and its citizens are proud of his accomplish-
ments. I ask to have printed in the Recorp extracts from Mr.
Hardtner's letters to me dated February 4 and 28 last, in which
great stress is laid upon the subject of taxation of forest lands.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The extracts referred to are as follows:

[Extracts from letter dated February 4, 1929, from Hon. Henry B,
Hardtner, of Urania, La., to Benator JosgrH E. RANSDELL]

Local taxation will never suffer where common sense is used in adjust-
ing matters, but taxes will Increase and industries be made perpetual.

I notice that 98,000 acres in southwest Louisiana (denuded pine
lands) sold to the Hercules Powder Co. for about $1.75 per acre. Such
lands are assessed at §4 to $§5 an acre, or 18 to 20 cents per acre
annually. *The owners will not earry lands where such a burden exists
and can not afford to practice reforestation, so must sell for what they
can get. 1 recently purchased several thousand acres to block up my
holdings at $3 per acre. We now own 85,000. My goal is 100,000
acres, which will insure perpetual operations, if I am encouraged by
the State to continue,

- - L] [ ] - L] L]

[Extracts from# letter of Hon. Henry E. Hardtner, of Uranla, La., to
Senator JosErH E. RANSDELL, dated February 28, 1919]

In late yeurs the landowner has become really interested and would
gladly assist In solving forestry matters. Taxation and interest on
investments has forced the cutting of timber at a rapid rate. It has
been a ease of compromise, give and take, with the taxing authorities, In
order to get by along lines of least resistance. At present town, city,
and farm properties are assessed at 33%§ to 50 per cent of cash value,
while timberlands are assessed at 100 per cent on a 40 to 60 mill basis,
Trees were always so plentiful in the United States that only in recent
years have the people awakened to the realization that the virgin forests
are nearly exhausted.

The lumbermen and owners of forest lands are awake to the calamity
which faces us and would engage in the business of reforestation if
the Government would give them the protective assistance and en-
couragement that is necessary for the production of a long-time erop.
Reforestation now Is akin to reclamation of western desert lands.

Buppose you purchased 2,000 acres of denuded forest lands at $3 per
acre and expended $5 per acre for planting seedlings, you would have
an investment of $16,000. Taxes and supervision, 20 cents per acre
annually ; interest, 8 per cent. In seven years the investnfent has
doubled to $32,000, At the fourteenth year it bas doubled again to
$64,000, At the twenty-first year it is $128,000; at the twenty-eighth
year it is $256,000; at 35 years it is $512,000; and at 42 years it is
$1,024,000. That is over $300 per acre, and 40 years is a long time
for a little man to wait for returns. At best he might have 10,000
feet to an acre of poor quality lumber which has cost $50 per thousand
feet to grow. At 6 per cent, the cost at 46 years is $250 per acre, or
$25 per thousand feet, Only governments can well tackle such a job.
B0 reforestation of completely denuded lands by private capital under
present laws and conditions Is out of the question. z

At Urania we practice natural reforestation—that is, we leave seed
trees and saplings on the land, which will insure natural reproduction.
Thus lands at $3 per scre in 45 years at 6 per cent, 20 cents annual
taxes, increases to $96,000 in 45 years, or $10 per thousand feet.
Unless the lands are placed under contract by which a fixed value is
stipulated, the taxzes may be doubled or trebled as the trees grow.
Milllons of acres would be put to work growing trees in Loulsiana
under the contract law If the owner were permitted.

Here is the trouble: Consent of the pelice jury to such contracts
must be secured, and this is a difficult matter, Parishes want all the
taxes they can get now, and care not for the additional severance tax
when the trees are cut or harvested.
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Now, you will ask how the Urania Lumber Co, and Great Southern
Lumber Co. can afford to grow trees. First, we own the lands which
at best have a speculative or fictitious value of say $3 per acre. Second,
we have large investments in mills and other properties which will be
wiped out unless raw material is grown. Third, the State and parishes
agreed on a fixed rate of taxation of $§1 and $3 per acre for 40 years.
Fourth, there is some sentiment. Fifth, we commenced in time, while
our mills were still making a profit which we could use as an inyestment
in growing trees. All landowners are not go situated. There are now
10,000,000 acres of idle, denuded forest lands in Louisiana not owned
by operators. These lands will forever remain idle unless the Govern-
ment—the people—does its part and permits an owner to grow trees
with the assurance of a profit. Of course, if the Government so wills,
these lands can remain idle and that is what the Government—the
people—chooses now. My work has demonstrated that forests can be
grown, and I think at a profit,

The law in Loulsiana, identical as to valuation in 1910, was not taken
advantage of by anyone until 1913, when I set aside 28,000 acres under
that law. The idea of tying up one's lands for 40 years was considered
foolish even at $1 an acre. Some years later the valuations were
fixed at $3 and $5 an acre, and parishes had to agree, with the result
that landownerg saw no attractlon in the law. Our forests all over the
South were plentiful 20 years ago—they are exhausted mow—exhausted
before the people realized it. I sounded the note of warning, as you
know, The landowner lumberman sees only confiscation now of his cut-
over lands if he attempts to hold them and pay on the tax valuation
as at present or propofed $5 minimum, and $12.60 maximum. On the
other hand, if he is forced to pay unreasonable taxes he will sell his
lands at $1 per acre, or they will go to the State for taxes, as in Wis-
consin and Michigan, and thus the taxing powers kill the *‘ goose
that laid the golden egg.”

Too much can not be sald of the taxation question. Loulsiana fis
practicing forestry on an extensive scale, and would have doune more if
the laws had mnot been changed. -

Make it possible for a landowner to practice forestry on somewhat
the same terms as the Government enjoys—fix the valuation on land
at §1 per acre, or $2, or $3 per acre and a 6 per cent to 10 per cent
tax on the forest products when cut, and yon will find millions of
acres being put to work. Then if the landowner will not take advantage
of the law and put his lands to work, a different valuation would apply,
or the Government would take it over.

The taxation question is everything, so much so that the United
Btates Forest Service has engaged the services of that great tax expert,
Professor Falrchild, of Yale University, who will spend three to five
years on research, etc.

Mr. RANSDELL. T also ask publication of an ediforial in
the New Orleans Times-Picayune of April 10 last entitled " The
Greatest Timber Problem,” which is an able discussion of this
very important subject.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The editorial is ag follows:

THE GREATEST TIMBER PROBLEM

One of the most all-embracing forestry conferences ever held in the
United States has just taken place in our city, on the occasion of the
Eleventh Bouthern Forestry Congress, Its discussions covered a wide
field, but the significant fact emerges that regardless of what specifie
topie bad been assigned or selected by the several speakers, foresters,
lumbermen, college professors, or sclentists alike, and almost to a man
they deviated from their theme at some point to make comment on the
effect of taxation upon the future growth of our Nation’s trees, This
was an important element in United Btates Benator RANSDELL'S elabo-
rate address Friday that had as title * Public Responsibility in Growing
the Nation’s Timber.” But besides this near unanimity of reference to
the taxation phase, it is surprising that there should also have been so
great a consensus of opinion that taxation I8 in fact the greatest
menace to reforestation, the greatest factor leading to the unwillingness
of many owners of tree-worthy lands to go forward with tree cropping
on a grand scale,

To be eure, behind this taxation problem lies the shortness of human
life and the lack, in many minds and hearts, of the altruism that is
needed to induce a landowner to put labor and money into a project
the profits of which, whatever they may be, will not, because they ecan
not, mature during the lifetime of the tree planter,

This latter fact is no longer entirely true, sinece new uses, especlally
paper manufacture, have been found for regrown trees of 10 to 20
years’ maturity. But natuorally building even for as remote a time as
that loses much of its appeal for landowners of advancing years. But
when the disinclination superinduced by the certainty of a delay of pos-
sible profit reaching down into future decades is stimulated by the
prospect of a steady, and maybe steadily increasing, tax drain in pros-
pect throughout the intervening years, disinclination is very likely to
become positive refusal. Then there arises the probability that areas of
land, unsuited for other agricultural purposes and left unplanted to
trees and giving no return to the owner to supply taxation money, are
likely to revert into Government hands, thus destroying the lnst vestige
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of local tax returns. At that point the loss becomes general, harming
alike the former owners, the local county and township, the Nation as a
tax gatherer, and the national public as & loser of the service of the
lumber that should have been regrown on those lands.

The situation thus outlined brings forest perpetuation to a difficult
pass, to what some almost regard as an impasse. It is not claimed
even by the most aggressive opponents of the taxation obstacle that
these regrowth properties should go untaxed. This was reiterated by
many speakers during the New Orleans forestry congress. There is
willingness to pay a tax when the crop grown will have been harvested.
Doubtless the reason why it is world practice to collect taxes annually
is because so great a majority of our crops are annual crops. The pro-
ducer is assumed to have earned his profit before being called upon to
pay the Government its share, To insist on these regrowth taxes being
paid in full each year for from 10 to 50 years before receiving any
earnings from the property is too unreasonable for contemplation. And
yet from the other angle, although yearly cashing in is impossible, the
increment of walue does exist and does grow from year to year as a
potential profit. The owner thereof can, of course, dispose of this
potential value in a kind of futures transaction to some one else willing
to carry on the load, and therefore he can not expect and does not expect
to be in a position to escape taxation by selling out in advance of the
crop’s severance tax at maturity. So what is to be done to avoid the
dread of an Iimpasse? More thought still will be required before a
satisfying answer will have been supplied. 'This still remains our
greatest timber problem, .

Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, in connection with my re-
marks and by request of Dr. Wilson Compton, who is secretary
and manager of the National Lumber Manufacturers Associa-
tion, I ask to have printed in the Recorp a brief article by him
entitled “ Reforested America,” which is a reply to an article
which was made a Senate document by request of the Senator
from Kansas [Mr. Carper] on the 2d of February last.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The article is as follows:

*“ REFORESTED AMERICA *

(A reply to * Deforested Amerlca,” which was printed as a Senate
document on request of Senator CarpER February 2, 1929)

Mr. Gifford Pinchot, former Forester of the United States, has ad-
dressed an open letter to the newspapers of the United States in which
he advertises a piece of immoderate propaganda In the interests of gov-
ernmental regulation of the forest industries, entitled * Deforested
America,” by Maj. G. P. Ahern, who for years has been an ardent advo-
cate of the development of lumbering operations in the Tropics for
American markets. Mr, Pinchot then restates his familiar and periodic
argument, periodically rejected by the people of the United States, in
behalf of Government control of the lumber industry.

Meanwhile the lumber industry and the timberland owners continue,
in cooperation with the agencies of the Government and of the several
States, in adding to the substantial progress already made toward the
protection and perpetuation of the forests. They believe that to per-
petuate the forests and the wood-uging industries is more Important
than to protect a handful of professional prophets of forest disaster
from the disappointment of geeing the * forest problems "™ gradually
solved, at moderate cost, in the simple, direct, and practical manner
now under way instead of at immoderate cost in the complicated, in-
direct, and impractical manner which they have chosen to advocate.

THEORY OR PRACTICE

Mr. Pinchot is, of course, well aware of the fact that even without
the burden of bureaucratic administration, such as he has in mind, the
lumber industry has beem notoriously unprofitable for the last eight
years, even though operating very largely on naturally grown timber.
The fact that he, a man of large wealth and with a sentimental and
professional interest in forestry from his early youth, has, himself,
never engaged in the business of growing timber as a commercial enter-
prise, although he has insisted that others do it whe-are much less able
than he, is itself an indication of the lack of vital or irresistible
economic lure in such undertaking.

On the other hand, notwithstanding discouraging commercial condi-
tions, the lumber and timber industries themselves have been making
steady progress in the protection of forest lands, in selective entting of
timber, toward sustained yield, and In artificial planting and the
encouragement of natural reforestation,

The Forester of the United States says in his annual report just
published :

“One of the most significant developments of the past few years, as
previous reports have brought out, has been a changing attitude of large
timberland owners and of the lumber and other forest-using industries
toward forestry. -

“Timber growing i8 no lopger regarded as something outside the
range of business consideration. Instead there is a widespread open-
mindedness and a geperal acceptance of the faect that it will have to
be undertaken. But private land management for this purpose must
at best come gradually. It calls for skill in applying the right woods
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practices; for going industrial enterprises it calls, as a rule, for a
large readjustment, if not a radical making over, of financial structure
and operating plans; and, beyond that, it calls for favorable conditions.
The landowner will apply conservative woods practices (assuming that
he knows what they are) only if and where he believes they will pay.
No forester would undertake to advise a landowner that timber growing
would constitute in his case a sound investment without first ascertain-
ing whether the specific conditions are favorable. Very commonly
they are not.”
A DIFFICULT BUSINESS

In the same report the Forester of the United States recognizes the
public responsibility for the encouragement of private forestry and the
handicaps now imposed by the public. Among them are ruinous taxation,
which frequently absorbs all new-growth values; inadequate publie
assistance in forest-fire prevention and suppression; and aectual, al-
though perhaps unintentional, encouragement of cut-throat competi-
tion in the distribution of lumber, which is disastrous alike to forestry
and to the prosperity of the wood industries,

To these economic handicaps should be added that of the constantly
fiercer competition of other materials, which in some regions already
have virtually deprived tediously and expensively regrown timber of
paying markets for its products. Now come Mr. Pinchot and Major
Ahern, respectively gentleman of leisura and retired Army officer,
having no responsibility—and offering to assume none—for the main-
tenance of the vital forest industries, the integrity of their huge
investments, or the maintenance of the opportunities for employ-
ment which provide a livelihood to millions of our people, with the
proposal, already discredited by convincing experience, to paralyze an
already struggling indnstry under the burden of bureaucratic regula-
tion. That is the economic formula offered the people of the United
States by professional forest reformers whose views, notoriously, are not
shared by the vast majority of the members of the eminent profession
of forestry, who believe that it is more important that trees be grown
in the woods than on paper.

It is not a formula for the salvation of the forests. It is a formula
for the vindication of the professional reformers, who have prophesied
forest disaster for so long that apparently they must now produce it
Twenty years ago Mr. Pinchot gave our forests about 30 years—and
still they are with us and promise 8o to continue,

FORESTRY MUST PAY OR FAIL

It is obvious, as the Forester of the United States and his prede-
cessor have plainly said, that forestry by individual enterprise, like-any
other business, must pay lts way. While the closest eritics in Washing-
ton, uneéncumbered by any responsibility for the adverse consequences
of their act, are harassing the forest industries, the latter are steadily
golng ahead, trying to adapt forestry practice to business requirements,
the only permanent foundation for private forest perpetuation. The
large industrial companies which happen to own the trees which their
treeless crities, Mr. Pinchot and Major Ahern, would willingly regunlate—
some hundreds of them—are already practicing industrial forestry ; and,
despite the annoyances and discouragements contrived by the profes-
sional prophets of forest woe, they will do more of it. These industries
‘know that their perpetration is dependent on forest growing. It is
more vital to them than to any other group of citizens.

The Bociety of American Foresters, of which both Mr., Pinchot and
Major Ahern are members, it is interesting to note, is itself finding in
its survey the undeniable disproof of their assertion that no substantial
forestry progress is being made. According to findings of its recent
surveys, in addition to 165 large companies practicing industrial for-
estry, 46 additional companies are carefully studying their holdings with
a view to permanent operations; 41 large concerns are cutting no trees
below a certain diameter or are cutting conservatlvely or leaving seed
trees; 7 others are logging selectively; 6 others are using special care
to protect young growth; 26 others are making thinnings or cuttings
to promote new growth.

NEGATIVE FORESTRY GROWS NO TREES

These records, moreover, take no account of the enormous amount of
unmanaged natural reforestation, nor of companies which have taken
only the first fundamental step in forestry, the protection of their lands
from fire, which the United States Forest Bervice has declared to b¢ 75
per cent of the reforestation problem. Already at least 30 per cent of
the lumber produced in the United States is from second, third, or fourth
cuttings from the same land. The area under some sort or degree of
private fire protection is not less than 200,000,000 acres.

Nine years ago a mere handful were practicing forestry in any form.
Still we are asked to believe that practlcally mo progress is being
made.

Instead of spending large sums in deceptive propaganda, as carelessly
charged by Messrs. Pinchot and Ahern, the associated timber and lum-
ber industries are spending many millions of dollars yearly in the funda-
mental forestry work of creating commercial conditions that will make
tree growing and forest perpetuation profitable and therefore practicable,
by maintaining dependable and profitable uses and markets for their
products, and by encouraging the proper conception of the forests as a
resource forever usable and forever renewable. If they don’'t succeed,
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commercial timber growing by private enterprise will not succeed. If
they do, it will,

Negative forestry by appeal and resort to governmental control will
grow no trees. It will, however, add effectively to the discouragements
and obstacles to private forestry enterprise. More important, it will
drive the practice of forestry out of private enterprise and into the
bhands of the Government. It is not to the interest of either the wood.
uging industries or the public that the growing of trees—our ome re-
placeable natural resource—become an exclusive Government enterprise.
It is to the interest of both that private enterprise be encouraged by
wise public eooperation to go as far as it can in providing a permanent
gupply of forests and forest products. Under favorable conditions it
will go far.

NATIONAL LUMBER MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION,
WirsoN CoMPTON, Secretary and Manager.
‘WasmxNgToN, D. C., May 8, 1929,

ExHIBIT A

BreErcH oF UNITED STATES SENATOR JosEPH H. RANSDELL BEFOEE THE
SOUTHERN FORESTRY CONGRESS, NEW ORLEANS, LA., APnIL 5, 1929

REFORESTATION OR DEFORESTATION?

Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen, the first man found the earth
covered with vegetation, a large part of it being forests. When he
reached the agricultural stage, it was necessary for him to remove the
forests in many places in order that he might dig his living from the
earth. Quite naturally he came to regard the forest as one of his prin-
cipal enemies, rather than his best friend. He found that the forest
not only oecupied the ground and prevented his cultivation of it but it
also harbored wild beasts, and sometimes wilder men, who sought to
destroy him. With such an environment it was natural that he should
ruthlessly devastate the forests, which he did.

In our own country the boundless expanse of forests and the seem-
ingly impossible task of seriously depleting them caused an attitude on
the part of Americans much like that of earlier civilizations.

Wood in its multitudinous forms is something we can not well do
Without, No mpation ever has. Wood means houses, boxes, fuel, shin-
gles, ties, posts, poles, magazines, newspapers, and so forth. It means
a wealth of things on which our whole economic structure is predicated.

PAST AND PRESENT LUMBER SUPPLY

The longevity of the lumber industry depends on:

(1) The number of trees now In existence.

(2) The drain upon the timber supply.

(3) The rate at which forests are restored.

(4) The extent of cooperation in reforestation work.

The virgin forests of the United Btates originally covered about
822,000,000 acres, according to the Federal Department of Agriculture.
This does not include Alaska. The most thorough study of forest eondi-
tions in this country was submitted to Congress in pursuance of Reso-
lution 311 on June 1, 1920, That report indicated that of the original
forest area there remains little more than half, or approximately 463,-
000,000 acreg, of which at the time about 135,000,000 were still virgin.
The distribution by regions in the South, of the original forests, the
present total area, and the virgin area in each region is shown in the
following table :

Present
Original
Region
Aoces Total Virgin
acres acres
South Atlantic and East Gulf....cooeooaaal| 170,240,000 | 99,000,000 | 1 000
Lower Mississippi -| 128,400,000 | 78, 865, 000 m.ﬁ'éamg,m

In 1920 it wns estimated that the annual growth of onr forests was
only about one-fourth our annual consumption and waste. It is not
likely that a study made now would materially change the general
trend of these figures. Taken as a whole, Europe grows each year
eonsiderably more wood than it cuts, and cuts almost as much as it
uses. The United States cuts slightly more than it uses, and is there-
fore a net exporting country. In other words, as a whole, Europe
is Increasing its forest capital, while the United States is gradually
reducing its forest eapital. We are exhausting our wood supply not
because we cut teo much but because we grow too little.

A Senate Belect Commitiee on Reforestation reported to Congress in
1924 that as far as the data available permitted striking a balance, it
appears that approximately 10,000,000 acres of forest land are cut over
annpally and that the remaining saw timber of softwood species is
disappearing approximately eight and a half times as fast as new growth
is replacing it. Our hardwood saw timber is disappearing approxi-
mately three and a half times as fast as it Is being replaced. Including
foel woods, small material utilized in paper making and distillation, and
all other products of the forest, it may be said that 25 per cent of the
current drain upon the national supply of wood is replaced by growth,
while 75 per cent is an unreplaced depletion of the visible supply.
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The presence of idle lands, slacker acres, constitutes one of the
greatest problems in America to-day. Many refer to our denuded lands
as a Hability, but I am prone to be optimistic and regard them as an
asset. Where will our future timber supply come from? In my judg-
ment, from the lands that are now cut over, which must be made to
reproduce a timber crop. In other words, what are now forested areas
will become barren when their trees are cut, if the logging practices
of the past are continued, and our existing cut-over areas will have to
produce the timber supply of the future if we are to perpetuate in
our own country the timber needed for home use.

NEED FOR REFORESTATION

The cedars of Lebanon are spoken of in history; but they exist in
memory only. The trees that flourished luxuriantly in biblical days are
no more, As they were cut and used, no provision for the future was
made. Ancient civilizations passed with the destruction of their forests
and we should feel deep concern at this fate, for there is mo article
of commerce in our amazing modern life into which wood is not figured
somewhere,

Our population is increasing at the rate of 1,000,000 a year, which
means about 200,000,000 in the year 2000. North America uses about
one-half of all the timber consumed in the world. There are about
200,000 known kinds of tree-attacking insects, which caunse a loss of
approximately $100,000,000 annually. There are about 81,000,000 de-
nuded and practically barren acres in this country. About two-thirds
of our population use wood, for fuel. These facts should cause serious
consideration.

We would he greatly alarmed if told there would be no wheat crop
this year and no bread after a certain date. Unless we replenish our
wood supply, the day must surely arrive when this country will become
barren or much less ecapable of produecing and maintaining a great race
of men than now. The history of lumber manufacture in the United
States has been one of successive migrations into fresh fields, each shift
leaving the mein saw-milling industry farther removed from the prin-
cipal consumers of its products. One of the most serious aspects of our
national situation is the unbalanced geographical distribution of the
standing timber that still remains. As this timber becomes more and
more depleted, there is no foreign source to which we can turn with
any certainty, either of obtaining adeguate supplies or of securing them
at a reasonable cost. The forests of Mexico, Canada, and South
America could at best afford a partial and expensive stop-gap.

Because of its proximity to other countries from which ample supplies
of wood eould be procured, for a long time it was not felt necessary in
England to devote much systematic attention to the home production
of timber. Its merchant marine could attend to the importation of
timber from other lands, and so it did—until the World War. It was
then proved conclusively that no nation is safe without Its own wood
supply. Great Britain no longer intends to be caught with its timber
supply cut off by hostile submarines, and is now engaged in a broad
forestry program.

On the other hand, it was providential for France that it had so
much forest arca near its frontier during the great conflict. Up and
down the battle line the forests played a very important part. When
one stands by the graves of the men who died fighting in these woods,
he is not concerned about the loss of the trees, but they did their share
too. France realized more than ever the wisdom of the provision of its
forest ordinance made in 16069—260 years ago—requiring the main-
tenance of a * reserve " of 25 per cent of the yield in communal forests.
Without this surplus it would have been difficult, if not fmpossible, to
meet the demands of the French and allied troops for wood absolutely
esgential along the battle front.

MAKING THE PUBLIC “ FOREST MINDED ”

It is =aid that the famous Roman senator, Cato, made but one speech,
but he made it every time he had a chance. It was “ Delanda est
Carthago "—* Carthage must be destroyed.” He had one idea and kept
hammering at it at every opportunity. So with the forest-crop idea.
We must all keep hammering at it until the general public is awakened
to the necessity for reforestation and becomes forest minded. As a
whole the people of Europe are far more educated in forestry than those
of this country. During the World War a colonel in the Unlted States
Army was continoally bothered by a small branch outside his quarters
which struek him in the face when he went out. Finally this provoked
him and he directed his orderly to cut it off the tree. Several days
later the colonel received a bill from the French Government for the
damage done. The French law is exceedingly strict in the regulation of
the private owner. In practice he may manage and exploit his forest
as much as be likes, provided, however, the land shall be eontinued
under forest. If privately owned forest land is devastated by any cause
whatever, improper methods of cutting, grazing, fire, or clearing with-
out the previous sanction of the Government, the owner is subject to
fines and other penalties in large sums, and to the requirement, also
under penalty, that he reforest the area within a prescribed time. No
excuses or explanations are accepted or allowed. The case rests on
the fact that the land has been cleared illegally.

Public opinion does remarkable things and a great part of the success
of the reforestation movement depends on the afttitude of the public.
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It certainly behooves the business men of the South to look to the
future and arouse a strong, general, well-organized public sentiment in
favor of systematic reforestation of all idle cut-over land. One organi-
zation that has been looking ahead is the American Tree Association,
of Washington, D, C., headed by Mr. Charles Lathrop Pack, who has
given me the privilege of making the first public announcement of its
program for the purpose of adding some 30,000,000 acres to the forest-
producing land of the Gulf States. He has recently had a survey made
of these States—Florida, Georgia, Alabama, Mississippi, Louisiana, and
Texas—and reports that there are approximately 30,000,000 acres of
idle forest land in them, which are not naturally restocking to forests.
‘The campaign which he has planned aims to bring back these idle acres
to a condition in which they will be producing a profitable forest crop.
Some of this land is owned by the State, some by the Federal Govern-
ment, but most of it by private owners. Efforts will be made to show
these private owners how their lands can, by proper protection from
fire, which will permit natural regrowth of trees, and planting where it
is necessary, be made so productive at a comparatively slight cost that
they will return a profit to their owners and add tremendously to the
resources of the South.

In such a program we of the Bouth are vitally concerned, for its devel-
opment means great additional prosperity. The preliminary figures com-
piled by the American Tree Association show the idle forest land in the
South which is not naturally restocking itself to be distributed as
follows: Florida, 2,500,000 acres; Georgia, 6,600,000 acres; Alabama,
2,000,000 acres ; Mississippl, 8,000,000 acres ; Louisiana, 4,000,000 acres ;
and Texas, 6,000,000 acres. These figures should give us the greatest
coneern. It is very evident that we must plant new forests, and keep
fire out of those that we have. Forest planting in the Southern States
is extremely important, but our chief difficulty is fire protection.

The program of the American Tree Association for the Gulf States,
will, therefore, resolve itself largely into endeavors to aid the State
forestry departments in acquiring appropriations for larger nurseries
and larger production of seedlings to supply demands of small wood-lot
owners, farmers, and other timberland proprietors. It will require much
educational work to get such owners to become more interested in re-
planting their nonproductive areas than they are at present. And it is
gratifying that the newspapers of the States, almost without exception,
are very strongly In favor of such a program.

Another important body which is doing much to arouse public interest
In favor of proper appreciation of our forest is the National Lumber
Manuofacturers’ Association.

This powerful organization is not merely a trade body interested in
finding more and better markets for sawed boards. Its appropriation
for lumber and reforestation propaganda is increasing by leaps and
bounds. 8lightly over a year ago the National Lumber Manufacturers'
Association had pledged to it $1,000,000 a year for five years' duration.
This money was pledged, not solely to further the consumption of more
lumber, but to promote economy in wood-utilization practice and add to
our reserves of timber in the future. Later this appropriation was in-
creased $50,000 per annum when Canada joined forces with them.
Recently it was increased another $100,000 per annum when the manu-
facturers of furniture added to their strength.

This powerful alignment of industrial forces is a great constructlve
ald to reforestation. It sees clearly that the future of the lumber and
paper industries is dependent for its life upon the working out of this
problem. Wherever the association’s men go and whatever contacts they
make to urge and encourage the use of lumber and its products they
emphagize also the importance and practice of Insuring our future Jum-
ber supply through reforestation. This association includes in its
organization an industrial forester. He i8 carrying on a study of the
progress that is being made in various sections of the country in indus-
trial forestry; that is, in the growing of timber for commercial profit,
In fact, it is due to this association’s initiative that the first compre-
hensive effort to determine the possibilities of perpetual operations
in the hardwood industry of the South is now under way. Another way
in which they are furthering forest preservation is in urging the eco-
nomical use of lumber.

The results of this association's efforts have been felt in every
corner of our country. Powerful propaganda of this kind are among
the forces which are compelling us to adopt measures for reforesta-
tion which are working so well to-day in France, Germany, and England.

The programs of ihese two and other organizations are bound to
be powerful factors in educating the public and making it * forest
minded."”

GREATER UTILIZATION OF TIMBER

In recent years much progress has been made in the greater atiliza-
tion of timber, although the lumber Industry is far from its goal of
as complete utilization nsg possible of every log that is cut by the
mills. Dr. Julivg Klein, head of the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic
Commeree, in the Department of Commerce, recently stated that the
wood wasted at the sawmills and furniture plants in one Eastern Btate
during a year would require for its transportation a train 200 miles
in length—and that State ranks seventeenth in lumber production in
the Natlon. That bureau also estimates that only between one-third
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and one-half of the tree as it stands in the woods is utilized. This is
due to the excessive waste in logging and manufacturing processes
and to the general failure of our wood-using industries to coordinate
thelr activities so that one plant is using the raw material discarded
by another., The South has some shining examples of such coordi-
nated raw-material policy—for instance, the Great Southern Lumber
Co. at Bogalusa, the Masonite Corporation in Mississippl, ete. Close
utilization of raw material not only reduced the operating cost of the
plants and turns waste wood into useful products but it lays the only
sound foundation for commercial reforestation.

Chemical treatment of timber eliminates much waste of forest prod-
ucts by reducing the amount of renewals due to destruction by decay
and insect attack, This industry may be considered one of the greatest
alds to-day in establishing and maintaining the position that lumber
should hold in the fleld of construction, for two main reasons: (1)
By the application of modern methods of preserving timber, this
material ean be made absolutely immune from attack by decay or in-
sects. (2) Experience has demonstrated the indisputable fact that
properly treated timber structures have lasted 40 years and better,
where untreated structnres would not have lasted under similar condi-
tions a fourth as long. Thus one tree may be sald to do the work of
four or more.

Our wood requirements are rapidly changing in character., In house
construction the wall board is playing an increasingly important part,
and so are such insulating boards, both made from wood. Wood is
taking the place of metals and even glass for containers. There are
to-day milk bottles on the market made of wood pulp. Many of our
paints and varnishes are made from wood chemicals, and even sawdust
is ground into wood flour and used for hundreds of different purposes—
in butcher shops, packing houses, stables, the leather industry, wire
novelties, cement, curing, plaster board, hand soaps, storage of ice, etec.
Our naval stores industries are furnishing raw material for the phar-
maceutical trade, paints and varnishes, paper, and a multitude of other
articles. This diversification of products and the close utilization of
the raw material will eventually put the wood industries on the same
basis as the meat-packing industry. Yet, in spite of these new uses of
lumber, I wish to repeat that only one-third to one-half of the tree as
it stands in the woods is utilized.

If every inch of a log were used for some purpose or other, the
problem of waste would not then be solved, for in the background there
rests a more serious kind of waste—many millions of acres of idle,
unproductive, denuded lands. While lumbermen are trying*to * clean
their plates,” a number of them seem to overlook their duty to put
the slacker acres to work and thereby replenish the timber supply for
the future, In too many sections of the Nation countless stumps stand
like black ghosts of the past—monuments to man's carelessness and
lack of foresight.

Fortunately, some of our mill men have not been so careless and
short-sighted, but have so handled their forests as to make them last
forever, Two shining examples in Louisiana of this wise policy are
Henry Hardtner and the late W. H. Sullivan.

WHO SHOULD UNDEETAKE REFORESTATION?

The question arises, Who should undertake reforestation? Generally
speaking, I am not disposed to advocate wide extension of public owner-
ship. It bas weaknesses, yet also special advantages, such as ability
to command Jarge amounts of capital at minimum rates of interest, con-
tinuity of operations, and relative stability of policy. Public ownership
of our unproductive forest lands should be distributed in an equitahle
fashion, under a well-conceived plan, between municipalities, counties,
States, and the Federal Government. We must recognize that some
adverse conditions can be more effectively overcome under public forest
ownership rather than under private. But where individuals or corpo-
rations are willing to make the investment necessary for forest estab-
lishment and protection, there is no need for action by the State.
However, where the choice lies between State action and no action, there
is but one sound economic course and that is for the State to act in
order to promote public welfare.

UNJUST TAXATION A HINDRANCE TO REFORESTATION

Taxation has never In the history of the world been pleasant. There
is something peculiar about the complaint against taxation of forest
property. It is not merely a question of the amount of taxes levied
upon forests but, rather, of the method of taxation. Complaints
against forest taxation represent not merely the natural resistance to a
heavy burden, but the conviction that taxation has power to affect the
business of forest growing and the future of the forests in a peculiarly
unfavorable manner. HExperiments in legislation aimed at solution of
this problem have been made in many States, While much progress has
been made in the study of the theoretical aspects of the subject and
valuable lessons have been learned from this legislative experience, the
problem still remaing essentially unsolved.

The large areas of cut-over idle forest lands which have already ac-
cumulated form a heavy burden upon many States and rural communi-
ties. There are numerous distressing examples of loss of population,
removal of rallroads, decrease in taxable values, migration of industries
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if not of whole communities, and general economie and soclal decay
ariging from the idleness of large tracts of land after its original timber
resources had been destroyed. This is one of the critical phases of the
problem.

FEDERAL SURVEY OF FOREST TAXATION PROBLEM

In 1923 the Benate of the Unlted States provided for the appointment
of a select committee to investigate the problems of reforestation. In
submitting its report it had this fo say on the subject of taxation:

“ The burdensome effect of annual property taxes is commonly ecited
by forest owners as a serious or insurmountable handicap to the growing
of timber. A tax paid annually on growing forests which yield no in-
come for 30 or 40 years Is equivalent to the taxation of farm land with
its growing crops thirty or forty times between seeding and harvest.
Such taxes not only consume & large part of the possible returns but
compel the grower of timber to advance them long before they are
realized. Unless extremely moderate, the yearly taxation of growing
forests may debar the investment of funds in such enterprises. * * *
By and large, the uncertainties in respect to taxation constitute a se-
riong handicap npon reforestation comparable to the hazard of loss from
forest fires.”

The Federal Government has d the serio of the forest tax
problem, as is evidenced by section 8 of the Clarke-McNary Reforestation
Act, which became a law in 1924. Out of this provislon grew the so-
called forest taxation inguiry, which is being directed by Fred Rogers
Fairchild, professor of political economy at Yale University., The inquiry
is charged with the duty of making a nation-wide investigation of the
entire problem of taxation in its relation to forests. This is obviously a
tnsk of great magnitude and complexity, The inquiry has been actively
engaged upon its researches for a period of about two years, and it is
expected that several more years will be required for the completion of
the undertaking.

FORESTS AND FLOOD CONTROL

The influence of forests in regarding run-off and thus diminishing the
destructive power of floods and the value of forests in binding soils and
preventing erosion have resulted in many forest areas In civilized na-
tions belug established as protection forests and placed under publie
control, These are largely in mountainous regions where, by reason of
the nature of the soil, topography, and climate, conditions eansing
aceclerated run-off are most critical and most apt to result from ordinary
private use of the land surface.

Public ownership of nonagricultural forest lands on important water-
gheds is the logical outcome of the free play and development of nat-
ural economic lawe and forces. The private owner of forest land in
gteep, rough reglons can not be expected to manage his property for
the public benefit when that means loss of revenue or Increased expense.
Conversely, the owner of properties which may be injured by the misuse
of such land ean not safely rely upon the owner of the forest to glve
other lands contributory protection. Consequently, where widely scat-
tered but important interests may be jeopardized by unwise use of land,
the only fair and safe course is for the public to step in and take
charge of the key property under terms and conditions fair to the
original owner.

FORESTS AND FLOODS IN OTHER COUNTRIES

Forest destruction fn China bns probably gone further thAn in any
other nation. Thousands of square miles of forest have been cut down
and destroyed in the shifting system of agriculture employed by the
Chinese, or for fuel, and the herds of sheep and other livestock pas-
tured on the cut-over lands have prevented the rcestablishment of forest
cover. The result has been the devastation of tremendous areas of
country and the washing of millions of tons of éarth from hillsides into
the streams and valleys, raising the beds of the rivers and the flood
crest. Many of the famines that China has expericnced have been due
directly or indirectly to the floods from these devastated slopes.

The conditions described for China have been repeated on a small
geale in several other nations, Thus, Spain, Portugal, Greece, Asia
Minor, and portions of Africa bave all gone through somewhat similar
experiences. Spain contains in some of its provinces only 10 per cent
of their former populations, and Greece now supports but § per ceat as
many people as when it was known throughout the ancient world for its
sculptors, poets, orators, philosophers, and statesmen. North Afriea
was at one time not only self-supporting but was the granary for many
of the Mediterranean nations. Asia Minor as a result of deforestation
has become a parched and dying country. Spain and Portugal both
have lost productiveness amounting to approximately 80 per cent of
their former agricultural lands.

‘Palestine, now but a memory and a shrine, was at one time the
most productive section of the ancient world, erowned with cities and
villages of such prominence that Rome considered Palestine one of its
most important contributing colonies, But Palestine of to-day is decid-
edly different from the ancient times because it has since been overrun
by the Turks, and the mountains, once bearing the magnificent forests
of the cedar of Lebanon, are now devastated and support but few
geraggly forests and poorly cared-for brush lands, Erosion, the direct
result of the removal of the forest, has contributed greatly to the
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seriousness of the floods now almost annually experienced in this region
and Palestine to-day is engaged in a big reclamation project to overcome
the results of forest destruction,

So also the Turks in their destruction of the forests of Asia Minor
have contributed materially to the reduction of the wealth of that sec-
tion and provided for an increase in floods and attendant erosion.

France, Germany, Switserland, Austria, and Japan have each recog-
nized the special function of protection forests, and each places such
areas under public confrol. This principle has been carried furthest
in Japan, where, owing to the mountainous character of the country,
it was most urgently needed. In that little nation a total of 4,534,335
acres In 353,549 parcels has been placed under public control as pro-
tection forests. Protection forests in Japan are established against
goil erosion, for water supply, against sand shifting, wind, tides, floods,
avalanches, rolling stones, for fisheries, public health, guiding naviga-
tors, and for scenmery.

Protection forests are also maintained by our ewn Government. Up
to June 30, 1927, a total of 2,892,721 acres had been purchased for
the protection of navigable streams, These lands lie in the White,
Allegheny, Appalachian, Ozark, and Ouachita Mountains,

The United States Forest Service has just issued a pamphlet en-
titled * Forest and Flood Relationships in the Mississippi River Water-
shed,” in which it is stated:

“The reduoction in flood flow, doe to the influence of forests, has
been here expressed in inches of flood crest on the Mississippi, based
on Genmeral Jadwin's statements. This shows that under the present
conditions forests are responsible for 14.64 inches of water, which
could, by proper protection, proper care, and proper management, be
raised to 55.08 inches. And this reduction is made at the source, and
the water does not have to be handled In any way by human con-
trivances, ;

* Expressed in terms of reservoirs, the present forests in the Missis-
sippi River drainage exert a beneficial influence upon the flood flow
equivalent to 1.26 reservoirs of 10,000,000 aecre-feet eapacity. Prop-
erly protected, eared for, and managed, they would be approximately
equivalent in their beneficial influence to 4.6 reservoirs.”

SOUTHERN FORESTRY NEEDS

Although the Southern Forestiry Congress has not been in existence
very long, its accomplishments have been in the interest of true. for-
estry practices. My ge to its bers is to work vigorously for
the enlargement of the Bouthern Forest Experiment Station loecated in
this city. Moreover, there is a crying need for a thorough survey of
the hardwood situation in the South, There seems to be practically
no knowledge of the true conditions affecting this phase of the lumber
industry.

While the Federal Government has cooperated with the Btates in
fire-protection work, there exists urgent need for an enlarged program
of replanting our cut-over lands. In only three BSouthern States—
Florida, Arkansas, and Alabama—the Government owns forest lands,
and the combined areas in these States I8 very small. Germany,
France, England, and especially Japan are replanting at a moch more
rapid rate than our Government. In fostering an enlarged program
of this kind, the Southern Forestry  Congress will help to solve this
urgent need.

In gpite of the limited funds at its disposal, Louisiana is by odds the
leader. of the Sounth in reforestation. Its reforestation contract law,
whereunder the legislature has fixed a limit on the yield tax on lands
under contract for reforestation purposes, has been one of the most
suceessful of all the laws dealing with this subject throughout the entire
United States. The law provides that the timber owner who devotes
his land to reforestation purposes under contract shall not be taxed en
the value of the timber prior to the time of cutting up to a maximum
period of 50 years. The land will, of course, be taxed at its actual cash
value exclusive of the timber. There are at present more than 300,000
acres under reforestation contraet in Louisiana and the success of the
law iz due to the fact that it ls equnitable, fair to the State, and fair
to the landowner.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion let me appeal to you as southerners to make the South
assume real leadership in reforestation work. It has led in some of the
most significant steps this Nation has ever made. With a productive
climate and deep, fertile sofl, conditions are just as favorable to rapid
tree growth in the South to-day as in the days that are gone. In this
work time is the important thing., It is easy to fell a tree, but to
replace it in the forest is far more difficult. Each year's delay means
another year of forest fires and another year's postponeément of the
harvesting. Practically in no other region of the world exist such
favorable factors of rapid growth, accessibility to markets, and valuable
tree species as in the South.

Nature stands ready to do her share—man alone has been derelict,
but I prophesy that, under the inspiration and leadership of this great
Southern Forestry Congress, the mistakes of the past will be corrected
and the United States will assume its place in the front rank of the
reforesting nations of the world,
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The South should lead this march of progress and certainly not let
it be said of us that we have retreated in the great movement of putting
our millions of slacker acres to work by reforesting them.

The poet Whittier has well said :

“ Give fools their gold and knaves their power,
Let fortune's bubbles rise and fall,
Who saves a field or trains a flower,
Or plants & tree is more than all"

Mr. BARKLEY obtained the floor.

Mr, CONNALLY. Mr, President, I suggest the absence of a
quornm.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered fo their names:

Allen Fletcher Kinﬁ Shortridge
Ashurst Frazier La Follette Simmons
Barkley George McKellar Smith
Bingham Gillett McMaster Smoot
Black Glass MeNar, Steck
Blaine Glenn Moteal Steiwer
Blease Golf Moses Swanson
Borah Goldsborough Norbeck Thomas, Idaho
Bratton Greene Norris Thomas, Okla.
Brookhart Hale Nye Townsend
Broussard Harris Oddie Trammell
Burton Harrison Overman Tydings
Capper Hastin Patterson Tyson
Caraway Hatfiel Phipps Vandenberg
Connally Hawes Pine agner
Copeland Hayden Pittman Walcott
Couzens Hebert . Ransdell Walsh, Mass,
Cutting Heflin Reed Walsh, Mont,
le Howell Robinson, Ark. Warren
Deneen Johnson Robinson, Ind. Waterman
Dill Jones Sackett Watson
Edge Kean Schall Wheeler
Fess Keyes Sheppard

Mr. SCHALL. My colleague the senior Senator from Minne-
sota [Mr. SHIPsTEAD] is ill and confined to the hospital. This
announcement may stand for the day.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Ninety-one Senators having an-
swered to their names, a quorum is present. The Senator from
Kenfucky [Mr. Barkrey] will proceed.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I hardly suppose at this
stage of the discussion of the farnr relief bill, so called, that any
Senator could hope to change or influence many votes, if any
single vote, by anything he might say on the subject; but I
desire to offer fo the Senate some observations with reference
to two or three phases of the subject which I think ought to be
considered especially in connection with our position on the
pending amendment offered by the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
Warson].

There are three questions, it seems to me, that ought to occupy
onr attention in connection with the subject. One is, Is there a
farm problem? Another is, If there is a farm problem, what
produced it? The third question is, If there is a farm problem,
what is the remedy for it?

In order that we may understand, at least to our own satis-
faction, what remedy may be offered or suggested that contains
wisdom, it is advisable that we consider the causes of the farny
situation with which we are now undertaking to deal and
which we are seeking to remedy. There are many people in the
country who take it for granted that because in the whole his-
tory of the world there have been certain portions of our people
either willing or compelled to till the soil, that condition will
continue thronghout the future history of the world and there-
fore it makes little difference what the economic and financial
relationship may be between agriculture and other industries
and other groups.

In talking over the farm situation a few days ago with a
distingnished gentleman he offered the criticism that the trouble
with the farmer to-lay is that he has too many automobiles
and too many radios, No man who entertains that viewpoint
is in any position to deal fairly with agriculture. 1 do not de-
sire to detain the Senate by a discussion of the relative merits
of the farmer who desires an automobile and the banker or
merchant or manufacturer who desires one. I have no disposi-
tion to waste time undertaking to discuss the right of farm
families located in isolated communities to have the privilege
of enjoying music, oratory, and entertainment in their living
rooms and in their homes just as other people desire to do. The
man who looks upon those who are engaged in agriculture
from the standpoint that they are seeking to a greater extent
than they deserve to enjoy the same blessings and the same
facilities enjoyed by other people, of course, has no right, in my
judgment, to be considered in determining what shall be the
remedy offered for the solution of this question.

1 do not suppose that anybody in his right mind and who has
given any study to the guestion doubts that there is a farm
problem, During the years 1922, 1924, 1925, and 1926 an aver-
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age of nearly two milllon people each year left the farms and
went to the cities. That movement is in progress each year,
offset by some slight movement from the city back to the farm;
but, according to the most reliable figures, during the years
1922, 1924, 1925, and 1926—the four years which I have men-
tioned—there was a net loss of 3,600,000 people from the farms
of the United States, and that much of a gain to the cities.

It is a remarkable fact, Mr. President, that in spite of the
tremendons inerease in our total population by the natural
process of Increase, the farm population has dropped and is
dropping year by year to a lower level in comparison with the
total population of the United States. It would seem in the
natural order of things that this would tend largely to solve
the farm problem, because every time a million people leave
the farm and go to the city, by that number the number of
producers is decreased and by the same number the number
of consumers Is increased; but, notwithstanding the fact that
this process has been going on for years, it has nof solved the
farm problem. Indeed, it has made no serious contribution tfo
the solution of the farm problem, because the farmer, on the
whole, is in a worse condition to-day than he was eight years
ago, than he was five years ago, and two years ago.

Not only that, Mr. President, but during the last six or eight
yvears the value of farm property in the United States, accord-
ing to the testimony of various experts, economists, and statis-
ticians, backed up by statements of the former Secretary of
Agriculture, has decreased more than $17,000,000,000. During
the same period the value of farm products has decreased $13,-
000,000,000 ; so that the farmers of the United States to-day are
$30,000,000,000 poorer than they were eight years ago.

That $30,000,000,000, Mr. President, represents more than the
combined value of the 250,000 miles of railroads in the United
States, with all of their equipment, terminals, and trains, the
value of their entire property. No man can seriously consider
these facts without admitting, at least to himself if he does not
do it publicly, that there is affecting the farmer a serious prob-
lem that does not attach to any other group or any other in-
dustry in the United States.

The depression of agriculture has not been confined alone to
the United States; it has been a world-wide depression. It has
been more serious in the United States probably than in any
other country because of the economic disadvantages which
attach to agriculture here as compared with industry and
finance. Following the World War there was a world-wide
depression in both agriculture and industry, but industry was
able to revive and recover within the very brief space of a year
or two, while agriculture not only has not revived, not only has
not recovered, but it has continued to grow more depressed and
to suffer greater disadvantages in the United States by a com-
parison not only with industry but even with agriculture in
other portions of the world.

Mr. President, while the farmer has seen the value of his
products go down and the value of his land decline, while at the
same time the value of other property has increased and the
value of other products of toil have multiplied, he has also
seen his net income decline until in 19286, the last year for which
I have been able to obtain the figures, the average farmer in
the United States made an income of less than $700 per annum
compared to more than $1,500 per year for all other occupations
outside of agriculture,

Not only has the farmer seen the value of his property and
the value of his products decline and the income of his labor
decline but he has at the same time seen his debts increase and
accumulate until to-day the farmers of the Nation owe more
than $12,500,000,000. While the farmer has seen his indebted-
ness increase he has also seen his taxes increase. During the
past seven years the farmers have had their taxes increased
from $350,000,000 per annum to more than $900,000,000 per
annum, In the year 1920, Mr. President, there were only 3
States out of the 48 that had more than 60 per cent of tenancy
on the farms, but in 1925 6 of the largest agricultural States
of the Nation had a tenancy of more than 60 per cent on the
farms of those 6 States, and in 1925 there were 15 States in
the Union that had a tenancy of more than 40 per cent on the
farms within their borders.

In the State of South Dakota alone the farm mortgage debt
inereased in five years from $89,000,000 in 1920 to more than
$100,000,000 in 1925, while in the State of Iowa during the
same period the farm mortgage debt inereased from $489,000,000
to $625,000,000.

The price of hired labor on the farm increased from $28 per
month in 1910 to $65 per month in 1920, and then dropped back
to $47 per month in 1925.

The number of bankrupfcies of farmers increased from 15
29‘1;5.“ 100,000 farmers in 1919 to 123 out of every 100,000 in
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When shipping hay to market in 1919, the farmer paid for
freight 10 pounds out of every 100 pounds of hay; in 1921 he
paid for freight 20 pounds out of every 100 pounds of hay.

A farmer shipping wheat in 1917 paid for freight 3.3 pounds
out of each 100 pounds of wheat, while in 1922 he paid 9.3
pounds of wheat out of each 100 in order to tfransport his wheat
from the farm to market.

Tn 1918 he paid for freight 7 pounds out of each 100 pounds
of corn; in 1922 he paid for freight 88 pounds out of each 100
pounds of corn.

In shipping potatoes to market in 1917 he paid for freight §
pounds out of each 100 pounds, while in 1821 he paid for freight
18 pounds out of each 100 pounds of polatoes shipped.

I do not mention these facts, Mr. President, as any evidence
that the increased charges are not justified ; but merely to show
that the cost of transportation has enormously increased, a cost
which the farmer has been eompelled to bear.

During the same period the purchasing power of the farmer
as compared to pre-war conditions has declined to a litile more
than 70 per cent of its value before the war,

During the crop year of 192425, according to information
gleaned from the reports of the Department of Agriculture, the
net loss to agriculture as a whole, based upon the same methods
of bookkeeping as prevailing in other industries, amounted to
more than $5,000,000,600. In other words, if we consider agri-
culture as a going business on the same basis that we consider
profit and loss in connection with any other industry in the
United States, according to information furnished by the De-
partment of Agriculture, we find that agriculture in one year
lost $5.000,000,000, while during that same year industry made a
net profit of $1,677,000,000.

In the last crop year, that of 1927-28, the gross income of six
and a half million farmers in the United States amounted fo
$12,250,000,000. Adding the total of the charges properly made
against the farm indusiry, considered as a going business, we
find that the total of such expenses and charges amounted to
more than $17,000,000,000, which means that the industry as a
whole in the last crop year fell short by more than $5,000,000,000.

The income from the farm since 1920 has not been sufficient
to pay a fair return on the value of the capital used for agricul-
tural purposes, nor a fair wage for the farmer's labor, nor to
permit farmers and their families to maintain a standard of
living comparable with other groups of the same ability.

If we compare the cost of supplies, taxes, interest, railroad
rates, wage scales, building costs, and all other elements enter-
ing into the situation, we find that the price of farm products
since 1920 has fallen below every other item individually and
far below the average of them all. In 1919 it required only &
bales of cotton to discharge a mortgage debt of a thousand dol-
lars, while in 1927 it required 13 bales of cotton to discharge a
mortgage debt of $1,000.

Since 1921, according to the Department of Agriculture, the
farmer's costs have averaged T0 per cent higher than in 1914,
while the price of his products has only been 29 per cent higher
than in 1914. But when we turn to industry we find that prices
for nonagricultural products since 1921 have been nearly 68 per
cent above pre-war prices, and that industry has been able to
inerease its efficiency 59 per cent, while agriculture has been able
to increase the production of its labor only 30 per cent.

We find that since 1921, according to the Department of
Agriculture, the farmer has suffered an average loss of $3.34
per acre on every acre of tillable soil used for the cultivation of
the five principal crops of corn, wheat, oats, cotton, and hay.

It has been reliably estimated by experienced economists and
expert statisticians that the net cost of the present tariff laws
in the inereased cost of living to the Nation as a whole amounts
to $3,600,000,000 per annum to all the people of the United
States. If the share of this extra cost represented by the
farniers of the Nation can be fairly said to be one-fourth—
which, I think, is a reasonable estimate—then this item of
increased expense to agriculture amounts to about $1,000,000,000
per year.

Notwithstanding these appalling conditions to which I have
referred, no serions effort has made any headway in bridging
the chasm between depressed agriculture and other industries
in Ehe ?nited States for which such marvelous prosperity is now
claimed.

I am not interested, Mr, President, in any partisan considera-
tion of the farm problem and I do not think we ought to
approach it from the standpoint of partisanship, because the
great bulk of the farmers of the United States are not concerned
about which party or how many parties may bring needed relief
to them. What they desire and what they demand is relief.

Neither am I greatly concerned about how inconsistent Mem-
bers of this body or any body may have been in the past in
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voting upon agricultural legislation, for we have all been feeling
our way in the dark on the subject, and what yesterday may
have appeared to be a wise solution may to-day appear perfectly
ridiculous and foolish. Therefore, I do not think the charge of
inconsistency can lie at the door of any Senator because he may
have changed his views about the relative merits of proposals
for farm relief. In that connection we also must take into con-
sideration the alternatives that are offered to us at any partico-
lar time during the consideration of this or any similar measure.
It so happens, however, that the Republican Party has been in
power in the Nation since this situation began, and it is
claimed that the situation began by reason of some inefficiency
or deficiency in the administration that preceded it in 1921 and
on back for eight years.

If we desired to enter upon a partisan discussion of this ques-
tion, and if for the sake of argument it might be admitted that
the depression in agriculture, to start with, might have been
traced to some inefficiency or deficiency in the party in power
for eight years just prior to 1921, then we might as logically
reply that the failure to remedy that situation during eight
years certainly could be charged to the door of the party which
has been in power during the past eight or mine years. I do
not, however, desire to approach the maftter from that stand-
point, and I do not approach it from that angle.

In 1922, however, the leaders of the Republican Party made
a gesture toward relief by placing a tariff upon agricultural
products coming into the United States. I have no doubf that
that effort on the part of some was made in good faith, although
many of us who were then Members of Congress predicted
that it was not the remedy for the agricultural depression; that
it would not bring the relief which agriculture desired, of which
it was in need, and which it had a right to demand. But in
order that agriculture might at least feel that Congress was
making an effort to do what in the last three platforms of
your party you promised to do—place it on an economic basis
equal to that of industry, whatever that means—in 1922 a
tariff law was enacted placing a tariff on agricultural imports.

I think it can be demonstrated beyond the peradventure of
a doubt that that tariff has cost the farmer more than it gave
him during the last seven years. No less an authority than
Hon. Henry A. Wallace, tha publisher and editor of Wallace's
Farmer, son of a former Secretary of Agriculiure under the
administration of President Harding, recently made a state-
ment in the newspapers that for every dollar the farmer had
gained by reason of the tariff e had lost $50 in return.

We must consider this situation as it relates to basic agri-
culture, and not some particular group or crop. I have no
doubt that the levying of a tariff npon bananas—as is now re-
quested by men who keep their faces straight—high enough to
keep bananas out of the United States might result in the
people eating a few more peaches and pears, and thereby
render a corresponding benefit to the growers of peaches and
pears; but that is not a part of the real agricultural problem
that brings us here in this extra session. Undoubtedly the levy-
ing of a prohibitive tariff on olives benefits the olive growers
and the producers of olive oil in the United States; but the pro-
duction and marketing of olives is not a part of the great agri-
cultural problem that brings Congress into extraordinary ses-
glon in an effort to solve it. I am speaking of the basic agri-
cultural commodities of wheat, corn, pork, tobacco, cotton, rice,
and things of that sort.

What are the facts with reference to those crops?

In 1926 the value of the six basic crops of the United States
amounted to $5,500,000,000, 44 per cent of the total farm in-
come for that year. We produced in that year 831,000,000
bushels of wheat, valued at a billion dollars. During that year
we imported 13,250,000 bushels, valued at $16,000,000. During
that year we exported 206,000,000 bushels of wheat. The imports
of wheat amounted to only 6 per cent of the surplus erop of
that year, leaving 94 per cent of that surplus crop to be mar-
keted by exportation to other countries, .

Will anybody seriously contend that the importation of
13,000,000 bushels of wheat could seriously affect the price of
831,000,000 bushels of wheat? And even the 42 cents per bushel
tariff on wheat did not give to the American farmer a higher
price than was received in our neighboring Dominion of Canada.

In June, 1927, the cash price of wheat in Minneapolis was
£1.52 per bushel. In Winnipeg it was $1.61 per bushel, not-
withstanding there was a 42-cent tariff on each bushel of wheat
that came into the United States. In July of that year wheat
sold in Minneapolis at $1.50 a bushel and in Winnipeg, Canada,
at $1.62 per bushel. In August of the same year in Minneapolis
wheat brought $1.49 per bushel and in Winnipeg $1.60. It is,
therefore, obyious that our wheat growers, who are involved




1929

to a tremendous extent in this agricultural depression, receive
no benefit from the tariff of 42 cents a bushel on wheat.

On the 6th day of March, 1924, President Coolidge raised the
tariff on wheat from 30 cents a bushel to 42 cents a bushel, On
that day in the city of Chicago wheat was selling at $1.1514
per bushel. On the 27th day of March of the same year, only
three weeks later, wheat was selling in the city of Chicago at
$1 per bushel. It went down 15 cents a bushel in three weeks
after the President had raised the tariff from 30 cents to 42
cents per bushel,

In 1926 we produced in the United States 2,750,000,000 bush-
els of corn, valued at $1,750,000,000. We imported that year
1,100,000 bushels, valued at $1,000,000, while we exported
20,000,000 bushels. The amount imported was only 5 per cent
of the surplus—not 5 per cent of the crop; only 5 per cent of the
small surplus of 20,000,000 bushels, If we had had a prohibi-
tive tariff on corn so that the 1,000,000 bushels could not have
come in, can anyone seriously contend that it would have mate-
rially affected the farm problem of the United States with
reference to corn?

In the same year, 1926, there were on the farms of this coun-
try 52,000,000 head of hogs, valued at $15.21 per head. During
that year we exported 300,000,000 pounds of pork and 700,000,000
pounds of lard, while only 14,500,000 pounds of pork were im-
ported into the United States from all the foreign countries
combined. A higher tariff on pork would not have appreciably
affected the present farm problem in the United States eitber
for 1926, 1927, 1928, 1929, or any other year.

In the year 1926 we produced 18,000,000 bales of cotton, valued
at $1,000,000,000, of which we exported 65 per cent, or 11,500,000
bales. We imported that year only 420,000 bales of cotton,
valued at $37,000,000. A prohibitive tariff on cotton that would
have kept out those 420,000 bales would not have affected the
eotton situation anywhere in the United States to any appre-
ciable extent.

During the same year we produced 42,000,000 bushels of rice,
valued at $46,000,000, and imported two and a half million
bushels, valued at $2,750,000. We exported 17,500,000 bushels
and sold it in competition with the rice producers in Japan
and other countries where labor is much cheaper than it is in
the United States. If we had had a prohibitive tariff on rice
that year or any other year that would have prevented the
importation of this two and a half million bushels, it eould not
have materially affected the farm situation with reference to
rice in the United States.

During 1926 we produced 1,250,000,000 pounds of tobacco,
valued at $236,000,000. During that year we imported 91,000,-
000 pounds of tobacco, valued at $16,500,000, while we exported
and sold in the markets of the world 516,000,000 pounds. A
prohibitive tariff on tobacco that would have kept out those
91,000,000 pounds that were imported would still have made it
necessary for us to find a market for 82 per cent of our sur-
plus tobaceo crop in 1926, which was nearly half of the entire
erop. So that it could not have materially affected the value of
the erop or the farm situation which we are now considering
in this extra session of Congress.

The value of the surplus of these crops in 1926 was
$1,069,000,000, and the value of all imports of these products was
'$150,000,000, amounting to only 8 per cent in quantity of our
total surplus, and 14 per cent in value. If the tariff on these
products was raised so high that not a dollar's worth of them
could come into the United States from other countries, it wonld
not affect the basic values of these crops, as 90 per cent of the
surplus of all these crops would still have to be exported for
sale in other ecountries.

Therefore, an increase in the tariff on these products, which
compose nearly half the total of all farm products, can not
by itself solve the farm problem nor contribute materially to
its solution. No amount of political sophistry will be able to
convince the American farmer that any sort of tariff increase
that further victimizes him, without any inereased benefit
being offered in good faith, is a solution of his distressing
condition,

By these remarks I do not declare myself againgt an increase
in a tariff on agricultural products. I may vote for such an
increase in the tariff on agricultural products, but my contention
is that if we fix the tariff so high that not a dollar’s worth of
agricultural products could come into the United States at all,
it would not be a solution of the farm preblem which confronts
us to-day, and with which we must deal, and which, if possible,
we must remedy.

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr., ParrersoN in the chair).
Does the Senator from Kentucky yield to the Senator from
‘North Dakota?
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Mr. BARELEY. I yield.

Mr. FRAZIER. I think the figures the Senator has given
bear out the fact that during the past few years there have been
mrore imports of agricultural producis than exports, and if we
could place a tariff on agricultural products that come in here
in direct competition with the products we ean produce as well
as not here in the United States, it seems to me it would
undoubtedly help us in handling the surpluses we now produce,
In other words, on acreage on which we are now producing con-
siderable wheat or cotton or tobacco, or something of that kind,
they would raise farm products like those coming in here from
foreign countries, which would be kept out if we had a tariif
on them, or should be kept out, at least if we had a tariff on
them high enough to keep them out.

Mr. BARKLEY. I illustrated a moment ago, if the Senator
will recall, that a higher tariff on such articles as bananas or
olives might be of benefit to groups of farmers.

Mr. FRAZIER. Of course, bananas we do not produce,

Mr. BARKLEY. That a high tariff on some other farm prod-
ucts might in an isolated community, as to an isolated group of
agricultural products, produce some benefit, but it would not
solve the important problem which confronts us now, which is
to afford relief from the intolerable conditions to which I have
referred.

Mr. FRAZIER. No; it is not the whole solution by any
means.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ken-
tucky yield to the Senator from Indiana?

Mr. BARELEY. I yield. 3

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Am I to understand that the
Senator is opposed to a tariff on farm produects?

Mr. BARKLEY. No; the Senator did not understand that.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Is the Senator opposed to a
tariff on farm products?

Mr. BARKLEY. I am not. I just said a moment ago that
I made no declaration of opposition to a tariff on farm products.
I might even vote for an increase.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. If the tariff does not do any
good, and if as to these things the Senator has enumerated the
tariff was not beneficial to the farmers, except to an isolated
group here and there, why would the Senator vote now for
increasing the tarift?

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, the Senator from Indiana is
seeking to make me appear inconsistent with my own argument.
What I stated was that if the tariff, during the year to which
I have referred, which I think is a typical year, had been high
enough to keep out all the 13,000,000 bushels of wheat, all the
million bushels of corn, all the 91,000,000 pounds of tobacco, and
the other imports of the rix basic commodities to which I have
referred, it would not have materially solved the farm problem
that confronted the Nation as a whole, and would not materially
solye it now.

Mr, ROBINSON of Indiana. Then, as I understand it, the
Senator believes that the protective tariff on farm products
during the last few years has not done the farmer any good?

Mr. BARKLEY. No; I did not say that.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Does the Senator mean to say -
that?

Mr. BARKLEY. I think perhaps it may to some extent have
benefited him in special instances; but not any appreciable
extent would it go toward a solution of this problem with
which we are now dealing, and if the tariff in those years had
been prohibitive, so that no product at all could have come in
in competition with cotton, wheat, rice, tobacco, or the others
I mentioned, we would still have the farm problem that we have
to-day.

Mr, ROBINSON of Indiana. Then the Senator concedes that
the tariff has done the farmer some good?

Mr. BARKLEY. No; I have not and I do not concede that;
though in some isolated instance it may have done so; and I
am going to proceed to show the Senator from Indiana that it
has not done him any good, as a whole; that it may have
helped some individual agricultural product, but that taken
as a whole, it has hurt the farmer more than it has helped him.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. 1f that is the case, then, as I
get it, if it has hurt the farmer more than it has helped him,
the Senator would vote to eliminate duties on farm products?

Mr., BARKLEY. The Senator will learn how I will vote on
that subject when we get to the tariff bill. I am undertaking
to discuss now the results of the sitnation we have had for the
last eight years as it has affected the farm problem we are
considering.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I did not want to misunder-
stand the Senator. I was under the impression that he had
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said that it had done the farmer more harm than good, and that
still he would vote for a continuation of thie tariff duty on
agricultural commodities.

Mr. BARKLEY. I have not said I would vote for or against
the continuation. I will be governed by what I deem best
when the time comes to levy a tariff on farm products.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. If the Senator had been in this
body in 1921, would he have voted for the tariff schedules on
farm products?

Mr. BARKLEY. It is not necessary to cross bridges which
have been burned years ago.

It is difficult to realize, without investigation, the extent to
which agriculture has suffered during the last eight years on
account of the uneven economic conditions which have sur-
rounded it as compared with other industries.

In November, 1925, the price of all farm produets in the

United States was 45 per cent above the price of 1913. During
the same period the price which the farmer was compelled to
pay for the necessities he had to buy increased more than 100
per cent, In 1925 the farmer’s purchasing power was only 64
per ceént as compared with 1913. The cost of his building ma-
terials increased 87 per cent. The cost of his clothing increased
108 per cent. The cost of his bedroom furniture and supplies
increased 90 per cent.
It is interesting and instructive to consider the effect of
present tariff legislation npon the farmer, not only because you
are proposing to increase these burdens within a few weeks
but alse because you are proposing as a measure of farm relief
another gesture in the form of a higher tariff on certain farm
produets which has already been demonstrated to be of no
benefit to him. It will be impossible to consider the effect of
present tariff legislation upon the farmers of each State in the
Union separately, but I have gathered some information con-
cerning a few of the typical States, which ought to be taken
into consideration, not only in connection with the pending bill
but also in connection with future tariff legislation.

Let us take the State of Indisna: In 1925 the farmers of
Indiana gained the sum of $859,000 as a result of the present
tariff Iaw. At the same time they lost on account of it $4,826,-
000—while the whole State of Indiana lost the sum of $10,.-
T60,000. Therefore the net loss to the farmers of Indiana
amounted to $£3,967,000, and the net loss to the whole State was
$14,728000. This was on the agricultural schedule. When we
consider the manufacturers’ schedule under the present fariff
law we find that the cost to the farmers of Indiana amount to
$£33,107,000. The cost to others in Indiana not engaged in farm-
ing amount to $70,805,000, making the total cost to the people
of Indiana amount to the stupendous sum of $103,912,000.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ken-
tucky yield to the Senator from Indiana?

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield to the Senator.

Mr, ROBINSON of Indiana. Do I understand the Senator to
say that the farmers of Indiana lost money during the past four
years because of the tariff?

Mr. BARKLEY. No; I was speaking of 1925,

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. That is to say, because there
was a tariff protecting the farmers of Indiana from the impor-
tation of products raised abroad, with the cheaper standards of
living, lower standards of living, and lower cost of production,
the tariff wall, being up for the protection of the farmers of
Indiana, did them more harm than good because the products
from abroad could not get up over the wall. Is that what he
means to say?

Mr. BARKLEY. No; that is not what I mean to say. I mean
to say that on agricultural products affecting the State of
Indiana there was a tariff which benefited it to the extent of
£859,000 in that year, and the cost to the farmer not producing
those particular articles on which there was a tariff amounted
to $4,826.000, so that when you strike a balance of gains against
losses, the net loss to the farmers of Indiana amounted to
$3,967,000.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. As I understand it, then, the
Senator says that the farmers of Indiana lest money on those
commodities because they did not produce them. Is not that
what it amounts to?

Mr. BARKLEY. No; not at all; not because they did not
produce them but because they were compelled—those who did
not produce the articles referred to were compelled—to pay out
4,000,000 more than the gains to the farmers of Indiana who
did produce the articles on which there was a tariff.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. In other words, they paid
higher prices on the articles which were protected.

Mr. BARKLEY. They might have done that, and still the
farmers receive no benefit from it.
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Mr, ROBINSON of Indiana. If it is true that the protection
injures rather than helps, I do not seem to understand why the
Senator would vote for a continuation of protection.

Mr, BARKLEY. I have not said that I would vote for a
continuation of protection, if the Senator will recall my remarks.
What I am undertaking to say is that even if he and I both
were willing to fix the tariff so high on agricultural produects
that it would keep all articles out of this country, it still would
have no appreciable effect in solving the problem which now
confronts the farmers of the Nation. That is my position.

Mr, ROBINSON of Indiana. Then there would be no ocea-
sion for voting for increased duties, as I understood the Senator
to say he probably would do.

Mr. BARKLEY, I think, myself, that there would be no real
occasion except to show the farmer that from a psychological
and intellectual standpoint we want him to get in on the tariff
if there is any possible direct or indireet benefit that can come
from it, but so far as actual results to the farmer are concerned,
I think we might as well not vote any tariff on agricultural
products affecting these basic commodities. What I say about
these basic commodities does not necessarily apply to some
isolated crop or some isolated community, where a prohibitive
tariff on some given farm product might do some good.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I do not desire to interrupt the
Senator in his speech, but, as I understand it, the Senator
simply elings to the traditional pelicy of his party—free trade.

Mr. BARKLEY, No. In the first place, the Senator does not
understand any such thing. The traditional policy of the Demo-
cratic Party never has been free trade and it is not now, and
nobody knows that better than the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. The Senator probably believes
in a tariff for revenue only.

Mr. BARKLEY. I believe in a competitive tariff, I believe
the tariff ought to be taken out of polities, if the Senator wants
to know my position on the tariff. We tried to do that some
10 or 15 years ago by setting up a Tariff Commission to investi-
gate tariff's from an economic standpoint, from the standpoint
of business necessity, from the standpoint of competitive inter-
est of our country as compared with other countries, and I
believe yet that a proper tariff commission, with a proper per-
sonnel, would go a long way toward taking the tariff out of
polities and undertaking to solve it along that line,

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas., Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ken-
tucky yield to the Senator from Arkansas?

Mr. BARKLEY. 1 yield.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Republican administrations
appointed on the Tariff Commission members who had formerly
composed a part of the tariff lobby at the Capitol when tariff
bills were under consideration.

Mr. BARKLEY. That is true, and not only did that but
undertook to secure from one man whose reappointment came
up a letter of resignation in advance, to hold over him as a
Damocles sword, in the hope that he would either be intimi-
dated by that against making any further recommendations for
reductions of tariffs, or it would result in his resignation, or
the acceptance of a resignation extracted from him in advance,

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. But it should be said, out of
respect for that member of the commission, that he declined to
accept the appointment under such conditions, and refused to
sign such a letter, and he was not reappointed.

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; and those of us who know him, and
knew him, would have expected him to take precisely that posi-
tion with respect to such reappointment.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, as I understand
it then, the Senator would remove the tariff from politics, and
the protective duties from agricultural products?

Mr. BARKLEY. No; the Senator from Indiana did not un-
derstand me to say that, and he did not understand me to mean
that.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana.
Senator to mean.

Mr, BARKLEY. With all respect to the Senator from In-
diana, I do not see how, if he exercised ordinary intelligence, he
could have understood any such thing from the language which
I used.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Will the Senator state from
what he is reading the figures he has given?

Mr. BAREKLEY. The figures that I am giving have been
gathered by various economic groups, including the Farm Bu-
reau Federation of the United States. I have gathered some of
them from a very interesting publication on farm relief by the
professor of rural economy of the College of Agriculture of
Cornell University, and various other publications that are
based upon figures obtained from reports issued by the Depart-

That is what I understood the
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ment of Agriculture of the United Stdtes during the last 8 or 10

years,

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I understand from what he has
just suggested that this is the Senator’s own compilation?

Mr. BARKELEY. Noj it is not the Senator’s own compilation.
It is my copying of compllations which others have made, and I
did not make the compilations myself,

The farmers of Indiana, according to the figures, lost $44 for,

every $1 gained by the tariﬂ! on agricultural products., The
people of Indiana as a whole lost $§138 for every dollar they
gained by the present tariff both on agricultural and industrial
products. Caleculating the cost to the whole country on this
basis, it amounted to $3,600,000,000 per year.

Let us return fo Ohio, which is another typically American
State. During the same year the gain to the farmer of Ohio
from the agricultural tariff amounted to $3,220,000. The cost to
the farmer on account of the tariff was $6,084,000. The cost to
the other people in Ohio not engaged in agriculture was $24,578 -
000. The net result to the farmers of Ohio because of the agri-
cultural tariff was a loss of $2,864,000. Considering the manu-
facturing schedule as it applies to Ohio, we find that it cost the
farmers of Ohio $40,510,000. It cost others not engaged in farm-
ing $151,700,000, making the total cost to the people of Ohio
$192,210,000.

Let us consider another typically mid-western State, Illinois.
The tariff on agricultural products produced a gain to the farm-
ers of Illinois of $677,000, but it cost the farmers of Illinois
$5,840,000, while it cost others in Illinois not engaged in farming
$31,207,000, making a total loss to the people of Illinois of
$37,047,000. The net loss to the farmers of Illinois from the
operations of the present tariff on agricultural produets
amounted to $5,163,000.

Considering the manufacturers’ schedule under the present
tariff law, we find it cost the farmers of Illinois $40,000,000 and
it cost the balance of the population of Illinois $205,000,000,
making the total cost to the people of Illinois $225,000,000. The
farmers alone in the State of Illinois under the schedules of the
present tariff lost $67 for every dollar they gained, while the
people of Illinois lost $414 for every dollar they gained. That
is what Mr. Wallace, son of the formrer Secretary of Agriculture,
meant when he said that the farmers of the United States as a
whole had lost $50 every time they gained $1 under the present
tariff law.

Taking all three of the States mentioned, we find that the
gain from the agricultural tariff was $4,756,000 while it cost
$16,749,000. The nonagricultural population lost $66,546,000.
Considering the agricultural schedules alone we find that the
farmers of the three States of Indiana, Ohio, and Illinois lost
$12,000,000. When we consider the manufacturing schedule as
it affected the people of those three States we find it cost the
farmers alone $118,617,000 and it cost the nonfarming population
of those three States $500,928,000, making a total cost to the
three States of practically $615,000,000.

The farmers of the three States mentioned lost $20 every
time they gained $1, while the people in all three of those States
lost $130 every time they gained §$1.

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from EKen-
tucky yield to the Senator from North Dakota?

Mr. BARKLEY, I yield.

Mr. FRAZIER. Has the Senator the figures as to the amounts
lost_to the farmers by reason of the tariff on farm products
throughout the United States?

Mr. BARKLEY. No. I have them for 14 States. I have not
been able to obtain them for all of the States. I am going to
proceed now to give the results for 14 States, including the
3 which I have just mentioned.

Mr. FRAZIER. Of course, the figures were given to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry several times and have
been stated on the floor of the Senate, showing that practically
the average loss to the farmer below the cost of production on
the products he sold was $6,500,000,000 a year. If he lost more
than that amount by the tariff, it would offset the gain he made
upon the sale of his products

Mr. BARKLEY. The two propositions are intertwined. Part
of that $6,500,000,000 net loss to which the Senator refers
consists of the increased costs which are figured in the net loss
to the farmer as compared to what he gained.

Let us take now the 14 States which may be said to be fairly
representative and typical of the whole country and ascertain
what the effect has been upon them. I refer to the three pre-
viously mentioned—Ohio, Indiana, and Illinois—and to Iowa,
Minnesota, Kansas, Nebraska, Colorado, Utah, Idaho, Washing-
ton, Wiscongin, Oregon, and Texas.
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‘We find that for those 14 States as a whole the tariff on farm
products produced a gain to the farmers of $21,170,000, while
it cost them $56,459,000, In Ohio every time the people gained
$1 as a result of the tariff they lost $14. That is only the agri-
cultural tariff of which I am speaking now. In Indiana the
ratio was $44 lost to $1 gained. In Illinois the ratio was $67
of loss to $1 of gain. In Minnesota the ratio was $9 of loss
to $1 of gain. In Wisconsin the ratio was $51 of loss to §1 of
gain, In Iowa the ratio was $67 of loss to §1 of gain. In
Kansas the ratio was $118 of loss to $1 of gain. In Nebraska
the ratio was $17 of loss to $1 of gain. In Colorado the ratio
was $2.50 of loss to $1 of gain. In Utah the ratio was $2.50
of loss to $1 of gain. In Washington the ratio was $54 of loss
to §1 of gain. In Oregon the ratio was $30 of loss to $1 gain.
In Idaho the ratio was $8 of loss to $1 gain. In Texas the
ratio was $267 of loss to $1 of gain.

The total population of those of 14 States in 1920 was
34,666,784. The farming population of the 14 States was 11,604,-
923. The farm gain under the agricultural tariff was $21,170.-
000, the loss was $437,729,000, while the total cost of the present
tariff law to all the people of the 14 States amounted to
§1,406,548,000.

Let us see how the increase in the tariff on farm products
has affected the problem of agricultural depression. On the
6th day of March, 1926, President Coolidge increased the tariff
on butter from 8 cents to 12 cents a pound. At that time butter
was selling at 43.5 cents per pound in New York. By March
26, 1926, it had declined to 41 cents a pound, and on April 26
of that same year it sold for 373{ cents per pound, notwith-
standing the fact that the President had increased the tariff
from 8 cents to 12 cents per pound only a few weeks before.
Can anyone contend that such an increase in the tariff on butter
is any part of a solution of the agricultural problem which
confronted the people of the Nation either then or now?

I do not eall attention to these fluctuations, Mr. President,
for any partisan purpose. I call attention to them merely to
demonstrate that no kind of tariff legislation we can enact will
solve the farmer's problem at this time or make any appreciable
contribution to its solution. The reason why I deem it per-
tinent to discuss this phase of the agricultural situation is
becanse in addition to the provisions of the bill now under
consideration in the Senate it is proposed to deal with the
agricultural tariff as a coordinate branch of our legislation
designed to help agriculture in the United States.

The farmers of America are not concerned about the small
maneuvers of politicians seeking to put other politicians in a
hole. The farmers of America know that they are in a hole
and that this hole has been growing deeper from year to year.
It would be nothing short of criminal for men in positions of
responsibility to use the farmers’ plight to advance themselves
or to embarrass their enemies. Therefore I have not called
attention to these fluctuating prices of agricultural products for
any reason except to show that the remedy for the farmer is not
in a higher tariif on his basic produet, and it certainly can not
be in a higher tariff on the products he does not produce. I
have called attention to them to show that if the American
farmer is to be given any relief under the tariff it must be done
in some other way than by raising the rates, however much they
help to meet the situation with reference to other products
which may be affected by a definite rate.

In other words, if the farmer of the United States is to be
aided by any tariff legislation or by a consideration of the tariff
in eonnection with his problem, it can not be done alone by rais-
ing the rates on agricultural produects, but it must be done in
some other way, so as to make the tariff effective to bring bene-
fits to him. If he is to be benefited in any way by the tariff, it
must be done by some arrangement by which he ecan be relieved
of at least a portion of the burden he is bearing for the benefit
of others and made able to receive a portion of it back into his
own pocket.

(At this point Mr. BARKLEY yielded to Mr. SHorTRIDGE to
submit a unanimous-consent request, which appears after the
conclusion of Mr. BArk1LEY'S speech,)

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr, President, I was calling attention to
the combination of proposals that have been offered and which
are to be offered as a solution of the farm problem, one being
the bill now under consideration, with or without the so-called
debenture plan, and the other a subsequent proposal in the
nature of an increase in the tariff on agricultural products.

Mr. FESS. Mr, President, will the Senator from Kentucky
yield before he enters upon that point?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ken-
tucky yield to the Senator frem Ohio?

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield.
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Mr. FESS. I want to ask the Senator before he enters upon
that phase of the discussion whether his argument against the
protective tariff on agricultural products would extend to a
repeal of the tariff on such products?

Mr. BARKLEY. No, sir. In the first place, I will say to
the Senator that he evidently misconstrues the object of my
remarks. I am not advocating and would not vote for the
repeal of the tariff on agricultural products. As I stated a
while ago, I may even vote for an increase of the tariff on
agricultural products; but my contention is that no tariff we
can place on the basic agricultural commodities the depression
in which has produced the farm situation can bring an appreci-
able contribution to a solution of the agricultural problem which
brings us here.

Mr. FESS. I understood from the statement of the Senator
when he referred to the prices of butter that he regarded the
protection afforded butter as of no value.

Mr. BARKLEY. I referred to butter simply as an evidence
of the fact that the President’s efforts to bring about better
conditions in agriculture by an increase of 8 cents a pound in
the tariff on butter had produced no results, but that in spite
of that tariff butter went down from 431 to 37% cents a

und.
poMr. FRSS. If the Senator will yield further, I desire to sug-
gest to him that the Underwood law, as the Senator will recall,
placed a good many of the commodities produced by the farmer
on the free list, and subsequent legislation put them on the
dutiable list. I was wondering whether the Senator’s argument
was along the line of the Underwood law in placing agricultural
commodities on the free list.

Mr. BARKLEY. No, sir; I am not arguing the abstract
question of the propriety of a tariff on any particular com-
modity. I am undertaking to show that the efforts to solve the
farm problem by a tariff on any farm product is not sufficiently
effective for us to look to it with any degree of hope, and that,
therefore, some other method must be employed in order to
solve the agricultural problem for the farmers of the Nation,

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, if the Senator from Kentucky
believes that the protective tariff does not in any way assist
the product I should think he would not want to maintain the
expense that goes with the protective tariff, but would vote to
take it off.

Mr. BARKLEY. I have not stated, and I do not state, that
a tariff on an agricultural product can not in any way affect the
price of the product; I have admitted freely that there are a
number of agricultural products upon which a tariff may be
effective, but those products do not happen to be in the category
of agricultural products the depression in which has produced
the alarming situation which we are trying to cure by our legis-
lation. Therefore, levying a tariff on them so high as to keep
out all competition would still leave the farm problem practi-
cally unsolved, and, therefore, we must resort to some other
expedient in order to relieve the situation fo any effectual
degree.

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ken-
tucky yield to the Senator from Colorade?

Mr. BARKLEY. 1 yield.

Mr, PHIPPS. 1 desire to ask the Senator from Kentucky if
he gave the dates on which the price of 4334 cents on butter
prevailed in New York and the date at which it was reduced
to 37%, cents per pound? I did not catch the dates.

Mr. BARKLEY. I gave those dates.

Mr. PHIPPS. Then, I shall not trouble the Senator to give
them again if they are already in the RECORD.

Mr. BARKLEY. They will appear in my rvemarks. I gave
the exact date on which the President raised the tariff and the
date on which the commodity sold at a lower figure.

Therefore, Mr. President, as I was saying a while ago, we
have the bill now pending before the Senate, with or without
the debenture plan; ithen we have in the offing the prospect of
a tariff bill which it is supposed will have some effect on the
agricultural situation in the United States. I have demon-
strated, at least, to my satisfaction, whether or not to the
satisfaction of any other Senator, that no kind of tariff legisla-
tion affecting agricultural produects can make any appreciable
contribution to the solution of the farm problem that now con-
fronts the people. If I am correct in assuming that no amount
of tariff legislation as to agricultural products will bring the
relief the farmer needs, the situation will be intensified by what
1 presume is the object in raising the tariff on other things that
he must buy so as to make it still more burdensome upon him
than it is even now under the present tariff law. Of course,
however, that is more or less speculative, because we are not
permitted to see what is “in the lap of the gods” respecting
the tariff on manufactured products or anything else,
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Then what is the remedy? I presume no man, however
learned he might be, would claim that he has the last word on
the subject of agricultural relief. We have all been trying to
find our way in the dark on this subject, and no man is neces-
sarily subject to the charge of being inconsistent merely because
he has voted differently on different occasions. It has been my
opinion, and is yet my opinion, that the two bills vetoed by

President Coolidge offered the best prospect of real assistance

in helping the farmer work out his problem, but those bills are
not before us now and we must consider the proposals that are
before us. I am frank in the belief that the so-called adminis-
fration measure, sponsored by the House of Representatives and
the President, is not sufficient to offer any substantial aid to
American agriculture, In saying this I do not question either
the sincerity or the good faith of the President or any Member
of either branch of Congress whose views may differ from mine,
I take it for granted that every man in a position of responsi-
bility tries to follow the light afforded by his intelleet and his
conscience. That is the guide which I attempt to set for my-
self, and I have no disposition to question the motives of other
men equally as sincere and equally as able.

But what are we offered? We are offered a farm board and
a revolving fund, which is to be loaned to cooperative farm
organizations if there are any left to take advantage of it. It
has been my belief that what the farmer needed was not an
opportunity to borrow more money. He has already borrowed
all he has any security to gnarantee, and probably much more
than he will ever be able to repay.

Furthermore, there are not at present anywhere in the United
States a sufficient number of cooperative marketing associations
covering a sufficient area or a sufficient number of ¢lubs to make
this additional credit facility of any real value. There is no
national wheat cooperative organization and few local ones,
The tobacco organizations, which existed for a while, haye prac-
tically ceased to function, and this provision of the bill will be
of no earthly benefit to the tobacco growers of the United States
unless it were possible to reorganize the tobacco associations,
which possibility I seriously doubt, There is no nation-wide
and few loecal cooperative organizations for cotton, corn, rice,
pork, or any other farm product which form a considerable
part of the farm problem with which we are dealing, and, in
my opinion, it will be impossible to form any such comprehensive
organizations as will be able to deal with any nation-wide farm
product in the near future.

Therefore the so-called revolving of $£500,000,000 constitutes
a mere gesture. About all it will be able to do will be to revolve
in the Treasury, but none of its revolutions will take any con-
siderable portion of it into the regions of the country where the
farm conditions are so distressing.

The same thing may be said of the stabilization corporations
provided for under the bill. They are to be operated and under
control of the cooperative marketing associations, and if there
are no such associations now in existence and if no reasonable
expectation can be entertained of their possible organization
in the near future, then this provision of the bill is equally
futile. Therefore the bill as proposed by the administration
constitutes an empty shell, within which there is no substance.
It affords a glittering mirage to the parched tongue of agri-
culture which disappears in hot air upon closer approach.

Unless there shall be cooperative marketing associations for
cotton, tobacco, wheat, corn, pork, rice, and the other basic com-
modities the depression in which has produced this problem
which we are trying to find a way to solve, then the farm beard
and the revolving fund, in my honest judgment, will be of no
practical benefit to the millions of producers of wheat, corn,
pork, tobacco, cotton, rice, and the other commodities of nation-
wide importance in scope and territory, the depression in which
has largely produced the condition which we are attempting to
remedy.

Therefore, Mr. President, if the tariff alone will not solve the
problem of the farmer, if this empty shell of a farm hoard, with
$500,000,000, with nobody to loan it to, will not solve the farm
problem, what is there left of this legislation that will help him?
I am frank to say that I voted for the egualization fee in the
original MeNary-Haugen bill. T voted for it as a Member of the
other body before I became a Member of the Senate. I voted
for the equalization fee in the last Congress as a Member of this
body. I voted for it because I believed then, as I believe now,
that it is the wisest, the most substantial proposal that has yet
been offered to work out the problems of the farmer as they now
exist and is the only instance that has ever come to my knowl-
edge where any large group of the American people have come
to Congress asking for remedial legislation and as a basis and
foundation for the granting of that legislation have offered to
pay their own losses out of their own pockets and not out of
the Treasury or out of the pockets of somebody else in the
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United States. Other groups have come here and ask for legis-
lation affecting their special condition, and many of them have
asked that their losses be borne by the Government of the
United States; but when the farmers of the Nation came here
and asked for the legislation embodied in the MeNary-Haugen
bill, vetoed twice by President Coolidge, they made the unique
and original proposal that if there were any losses sustained as
a result of the legislation they would bear those losses out of
their own pockets and not out of the pockets of others.

Mr, ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ken-
tucky yield to the Senator from Arkansas?

Mr, BARKLEY. 1 yield to the Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. And the equalization fee con-
stituted a natural and effective restriction of overproduction.

Mr. BARKLEY. Absolutely.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. TUnder it if overproduction
oceurred those who produced in excess would have to stand the
losses resulting from it.

Mr. BARELEY. Absolutely; and I challenge any Senator
on this floor to point to legislation asked for by any other
considerable group of American people where they have made
a proposal so fair and so just, not only to the people of the
country but to the Treasury of the United States. But, of
course, we have a situation here now where the equalization
fee and the original MeNary-Haugen bill have been de-
MeceNaryized and de-Haugenized. We have left a farm board
and a revolving fund which in my judgment will revolve only
in the Treasury and never revolve out into the remote places
of this country so that the farmers will get any benefit even
from the $500,000,000 which it is proposed to loan to them,
upon which loans probably the farmers have no additional
security that they ean offer as a guaranty for its repayment.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr, President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ken-
tucky yield to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr., BARKLEY. I yield to the Senator from Georgia.

Mr. GEORGE. 1 merely want to ask the Senator if the
farmers could not have had all that this bill minus the deben-
ture plan now offers them at any time within the last three
years if the Congress had then been disposed to give it to them,
as it seems now disposed to give it to them? In other words,
could not this bill with the debenture plan eliminated have been
passed by the Congress and even approved by Mr. Coolidge long
before Mr. Hoover's election?

Mr. BARKLEY. It could have been, yes, if Congress had
been disposed to pass it; but if it had been passed three years
ago, or at the time the first McNary-Haugen bill was voted on,
either in the Senate or In the other body, I doubt very seri-
ously whether the farm problem would have been very different
at this time from what it is now.

Mr. GEORGE. Yes; but the point to which I wish to draw
the Senator's attention is that we have been called in extra
session to provide farm relief, and the only thing the adminis-
tration offers is substantially what was unopposed by any party
or any group within the Congress.

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; that is correct.

IMr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield.

Mr., ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Senator fromr Georgia
might go further and say that throughout the entire period of
agitation concerning this subject, since 1921, there has never
been an hour when there would have been any serious objection
to the passage of this measure except upon the ground that it
was wholly inadequate.

Mr. GEORGE. That is the point I wished to make.

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; of course there has been no time in the
last eight years when the party that happens unfortunately to
be in control of the Government could not have passed a propo-
sition like the one we have before us now if the debenture plan
is to be eliminated ; and it was, of course, the duty of the party
in power to do that at least, or something better, because in
1920 they promised to do something for the farmer, although
the problem was not acute in 1920, because they were not in
POWET.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ken-
tucky vield to the Senator from Indiana?

Mr, BARKLEY. I yield to the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana., I think the Senator from Ken-
tucky and the Senator from Georgia also, and, for that matter,
even my good friend the able Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
ROBINSON ]|——
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Mr. BAREKLEY. I hope the Senator, by that reference, is
not alluding to the Senator from Georgia or to me as not being
his good friends also.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. No, Mr. President: they are all
good friends of mine, but the Senator from Arkansas is espe-
cially my good friend. I have great affection for him; and so I
say that even he, it seems to me, as well as the other two gentle-
men, have overlooked the fact that an election was held within
the last six months, and this question was an issue, and the
people have passed upon it, and that is why we are now con-
sidering this particular bill.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ken-
tucky further yield to the Senator from Arkansas?

Mr. BARKLEY. I do.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. That statement has been
made repeatedly during the course of this debate, but I chal-
lenge the accuracy of the conclusion, namely, that in the last
national election there was a referendum respecting the sub-
ject of farm legislation and that the voters of the country
decided against the principle of the equalization fee.

- There is not a Senator who hears me who does not know that
in large sections of the country other issues than that pertaining
to farm relief constituted the controlling factors in the election.

In the West and Middle West and in some sections of the
South, where the subject of farm relief was of great interest, I
maintain with confidence that the result of that election shows
or tends to show that the farmers of the country were in sym-
pathy with the principle of the legislation heretofore passed by
the Congress and vetoed by the President of the United States.
There never was an election since I have been in polities in
which the Democratic national ticket received more cordial and
enthusiastie support in several agricultural States that usually
are overwhelmingly Republican than was received during the
last campaign, and it was the result of a contrast between the
principle asserted by the Republican Party and that advocated
by the Democratic Party.

The farmers of the West and Middle West did not defeat the
Democratic Party on account of its position relating to the farm
question. Two of the big issues that controlled that election,
and of far greater influence in the result of the election than
the agricultural issue, pertained -to national prohibition and
alleged “ religious freedom.” Millions of men and women who
voted in that election scarcely took into consideration the ques-
tion of farm relief, and it is fallacious to assume or to assert
that as a result of that election those who believe in substantial,
fair, impartial, and just relief to the men who constitute the
farmers of this Nation are estopped from performing their duty
or estopped from doing what they think is right and necessary
because of an adverse decision by referendum on the subject.
There has been no referendum on the subject,

Ask the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Borau], who was one of the
most potent factors in the last campaign, whether he thinks the
campaign was determined on the basis of the farm problem.
Ask yourselves that question and answer it honestly and intelli-
gently, and we will not hear again the assertion that it is a
repudiation of the decision of the electorate to insist upon any-
thing that Mr. Hoover does not advocate touching the subject
of farm relief. His speeches, both his acceptance speech and
his eampaign speeches, were so general, so indefinite that it is
exceedingly difficult now, in the light of the events that have
transpired since the election, to determine what provisions he
advocated for enactment into law.

Mr. BARKLEY. I will say, supplementing what the Senator
from Arkansas has said, that if it had not been for the fright
ereated in the bosom of the Republican candidate for President
by the contrast between his position and the position of the
Democratic Party on agriculture that induced him to make a
promise to call an extra session this session would not now be
here dealing with agricultural problems.

Mr, ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. And who prompted the ecalling
of the extra session?

Mr. BARKLEY. Why, the Senator from Idaho [Mr. BorAH].

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Senator from Idaho [Mr,
Boran] is largely responsible for the existence of this extra
session. During the campaign he heard thundering throughout
the West the mutterings of the farmers of this Nation; he heard
the measured tread of the farmers as they started toward the
polls; and he said, *“ O Mr, Hoover, promise them an extraor-
dinary session of Congress! True, the Republicans have been in
absolute power throughout the last eight years. True, they
promised in two successive platforms to place agriculture on
an equality with other industries, and the fact that they have
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repeated their promise is proof conclusive that they never kept
it. But now, unless you do promise them an extra session, we
are going to lose the farmers' vote"; and the candidate an-
nounced that he would call an extraordinary session of Congress
in obedience to the demand of the warrior from Idaho, and we
are in session; and when we first assembled neither the Senator
from Idaho nor the President had worked out the details of
the plan to be incorporated in the bill for farm relief.

Every Senator here knows that the declaration is true; and
now we hear that because Mr. Hoover was elected on a promise
to eall an extra session of Congress and do something which his
party had failed or refused to do throughout eight years of com-
plete power, we ought not to discuss the issue, we ought to do
what the President and Mr. Boram say; and, if I am not mis-
taken, I am going to do a part of that thing, advance with the
Senator from Idaho in the shaping of this bill,

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kentucky
yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield to the Senator for a question.

Mr. BORAH. I trust that my colleagues do not feel any par-
ticular anger toward me for the small part I played in the call-
ing of the extra session.

Mr, ROBINSON of Arkansas, Mr. President, will the Sena-
tor from Kentucky yield?

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I hope the Senator does not
infer any anger on my part from anything I have said, or from
any manner that I have employed.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I think we should all be
grateful to the Senator from Idaho, and I desire to express
my gratitude to him for his influence—his compelling influence,
his indispensable influence—in the production of this extra ses-
sion, for without him I doubt seriously whether we would be
here now considering the farmer, even remotely,

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I do not want any misunder-
standing about that. I do not go so strong as that on this extra
session. [Laughter.]

Mr. BARKLEY. What I referred to was his influence in
having it called. I am not speaking about what it is going to do.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kentucky
yield to the Senator from Indiana?

Mr. BARKLEY. I do.

Mr, ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr, President, I have listened
with a great deal of interest to the Senator from Arkansas [Mr,
Rominson]; and while I do not desire to take the Senator’s
time, becaunse I shall have some time of my own a little later,
I was somewhat surprised to hear the Senator say that the
farm question was not one of the principal things that went
to the country, one of the principal issues in the last campaign,

As I remember, Mr. President, the national chairman of the
Democratic Party, Mr. Raskolb, was represented by the press,
at any rate, as setting aside $500,000 to be used in connection
with the Democratic platform’s pledge for farm relief in the
Middle West alone; and all over the country that issue went
to the people, and both of the candidates for President, the
Republican candidate and the Democratic candidate, and the
candidates for Vice President—the distinguished gentleman who
now sits in the chair and my distinguished friend from
Arkansas—also plead with the people of the country on that
issue, farm relief—two planks.

The Republican platform provided for one plan, and Mr.
Hoover was practically unanimously nominated by that con-
vention on that platform, chose to stand on that platform, went
to the people on that platform, declared himself time and again
on the principles of that platform, and so declares himself at
this moment,

The Democratic eandidate, who was herefofore the distin-
guished Governor of New York, had quite a time with his farm
relief. He went to the country, by radio and otherwise, on the
Demoeratic farm plan, and everybody was drafted into the
serviee of both parties who could discuss that question. Finally,
the people decided in November of last year. They decided
for the plan of Herbert Hoover. Herbert Hoover did promise
to ecall a special session of Congress. Herbert Hoover kept his
word., We are here now as a result of that promise. Never
has he made a promise in all the course of his life that he has
not kept. The American people have confidence in Herbert
Hoover, All the people have confidence in Herbert Hoover.
The people in the Senator's own State believe in Herbert
Hoover. The people in Kentucky, to the extent of 178,000 ma-
jority, believed in Herbert Hoover. Almost did Herbert Hoover
carry the great State of Arkansas. And the people of this coun-
try believe in Hoover just as much now as ever before in the
history of Mr. Hoover's public career.
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Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President——

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. The House has adopted this
plan, which comes over here to us mow, which I think is in
some respects better than the Senate plan for farm relief, and
it has the indorsement of Herbert Hoover. It is consistent with
his platform utterances. It is consistent with the Republican
gfaetcrgrm, and the people expect that program to be put into

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, the Senafor from Indiana
twice voted in this body for the egualization fee. He went be-
fore the people of Indiana last year. He was reelected. Was
his reelection to be construed as an indorsement of his record
in voting on that subject, if it was an issue in Indiana, or a
repudiation of the Senator’s position?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, 1 went to the
people of Indiana in practically all the counties and indorsed
Herbert Hoover and the Republican platform. I am willing to
%bl_de by the expression of the majority of my State and of the

nion.

Mr. BARKLEY. Then the Senator condemns his own record
in the Senate on two votes.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. No, Mr. President ; the equaliza-
tion fee was only one of many remedies proposed. It was here,
I voted for it, and I was glad to do so.

Mr. BARKLEY. It was the only one indorsed by agriculture.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator yield?

Mr, BARKLEY. That was the only ome upon which the
Senator from Indiana had voted twice as a member of this
body, and therefore he can not contend that his own record was
repudiated by the people of Indiana merely because they voted

for Mr. Hoover.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kentucky
yield to the Senator from Arkansas?

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. In the amazing spectacle which
the Senate has just witnessed we see conclusive proof of the
accuracy of my statement. Here is a Senator who, prior to the
Republican convention, stood for exactly what is not in this bill,
and stood firm. Now he tells us that the election constituted a
referendunr on the subject of the two platforms, and that the
people decided with Mr. Hoover, and that the people of Arkansas
came near deciding for Mr, Hoover,

It happens to be trme, Mr. President, that the Demoecratie
national ticket in Arkansas last year received the largest ma-
jority that was ever accorded a Democratic national ticket in
that State in the history of the party. That feature of the
Senator's statement is on a par with the general accuracy of the
declaration made by the Senator from Indiana [Mr. RoBiNsoN].

Of course the farm question was made an issue in the last
campaign. Of course it was discussed. But when the astute
statesman and leader, the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boran)
saw that Mr. Hoover's position on the subject was unpopular,
and that the Democrats were going to earry the West and
Middle West on that issune unless something radical and unusual
were done, he appealed to his candidate to declare that an extra
session would be ecalled for the purpose of settling this con-
troversy, and it was upon that appeal, and the response made
to it by Mr. Hoover, who pledzed an extra session of Congress
for farm relief—thereby admitting that his party had failed to
keep its pledges throughout eight years of complete power—it
was under those cirenmstances that the election was held, and,
while not disputing that the farnr issue was in the campaign, I
will say now what is known to every intelligent man who hears
me, that the dominating issues of the campaign, those which
attracted the most attention and aroused the greatest excite-
ment, were not the farm problem. They were the other questions
which I have already named.

Mr. BARKLEY. It is also true that, notwithstanding the
fact that the Republican nominee for President promised during
the last few days of the campaign to eall an extra session to
deal with farm legislation, notwithstanding these other issues
to which the Senator from Arkansas has referred, it is true
that in States like Minnesota, Wisconsin, the Dakotas, Nebraska,
Iowa, and other States the Democratie ticket last year received
a larger vote, although it did not carry those States, than it
had received in any presidential eampaign in recent years.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, the Senator and
the Senator from Arkansas will both admit, I take it, that Her-
bert Hoover did earry 40 of the 48 States,

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. There is no doubt about Mr,
Hoover's election, There is no doubt on that subject.

Mr, BARKLEY. Mr. President, I desire to take up the thread
of my discussion where it was broken with reference to the
bill now before us, with special emphasis on the so-called farm
board and revolving fund theory, and also the debenture plan.
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I am willing to vote to retain the debenture plan in this meas-
ure. I voted, I think, against the debenture plan in the last
Congress as a substitute for the equalization fee, and if I were
called on to east a vote under the same circumstances now I
would cast the same vote that I cast in the last Congress. I
think it was offered as a substitute, though as to that I may be
in error.

The question now before us is the debenture plan as an addi-
tion to the plan of the administration, so called, if it can be
said to be a plan, and in that circumstance I propose to vote
to retain the debenture plan in this bill as reported from the
Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

Mr. FESS. Mr. President

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kentucky
yield to the Senator from Ohio?

Mr. BARKLEY. 1 yield.

Mr. FESS. The Senator just said that he voted against the
debenture plan when it was offered as an alternative to the
equalization fee. He also voted against the debenture on the
21st day of May, 1928, when it was offered by Senator Reed, of
Missouri, as an amendment to the tax bill.

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; I think I did.

Mr. FESS. What has changed the Senator that he is now
for the thing against which he voted then?

Mr. BARKLEY. I tried to explain before the Senator rose
that if this were a controversy between the debenture plan and
the equalization fee I would still vote against the debenture as
a substitute for the equalization fee.

Mr. FESS. But it is not a substitute.

Mr. BARKLEY. The amendment was offered by the Senator
from Missouri without any discussion as an amendment fo a
tax bill, which I voted against because it was an amendment to
a tax bill. It was not germane to the subject under considera-
tion, and frequently Members of the Senate vote against propo-
gitions that are wholly extraneous to the legislation under con-
sideration when they might cast a different vote if the subject
were up on its own merits as an independent proposition.

Mr, FESS. Does the Senator mean that he believed in the
principle of debenture and voted against it then?

Mr. BARKLEY. I would not say that I either believed in it
or did not believe in it at that time. I voted against it as a
substitute for the equalization plan. I voted against it as an
amendment to a tax bill because it had no business in a tax bill,
anyd even if the Senator desires to conviet me of inconsistency
in my votes, I will say frankly that I had not given very serious
consideration to the debenture plan at that time, and that might
have entered into the motive that actuated me in casting my
vote. But as a part and parcel of the legislation now under con-
sideration I have given it sufficient consideration to enable me
to vote for it with a clear conscience, because I am convinced
that it is the only plan now under consideration that will offer
any relief to the farmers of the United States.

- Mr, FESS, Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator yield further to
the Senator from Ohio?

Mr. BARKLEY. I did not desire when I rose to oceupy the
whole day myself, and while I am willing to yield further, I do
not want unnecessarily to do so, so as to deprive other Senators
of the opportunity of speaking. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. FESS. I do not indict the Senator because at one time
he voted for it and another time voted against it.

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not know whether the Senator was
present when I began my remarks or nof, I stated that the
charge of inconsistency could not properly lie at the door of any
Senator, for we have for several years been feeling our way in
the dark on this question, and what might have appeared last
week as a wise solution might to-day appear foolish, and vice
versa,

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I think I agree with the Senator
in that statement. The only thing I had in mind was that I
have known the Senator for many years, and have known him
to be a man of rare mental integrity, who does not change his
view unless there is some reason for doeing so. . That is why I
asked the Senator the guestion, because I remembered very dis-
tinetly his vote against the debenture plan on the Z1st of May,
1928,

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not undertake to deny or conceal that
vote. I voted against it on another occasion, too, I think, either
here or in the other body, as a substitute for the equalization
fee, but I am not in any way bound by those votes, which were
cast under cireumstances wholly foreign to the situation which
confronts us now,

Mr. President, if I am correct in assuming, as I did at the
outset, that an increase in tariff rates on agricultural products,
however beneficial it may be in a special and limited sense, is
not a solution of the farm problem; if the creation of a farm

board and the creation of a revolving fund, which can only
funetion through organizations that now do not exist, and in
all probability ean not be created, is not the solution, then the
debenture plan is the only plan left for us to consider in con-
nection with any possible relief in the agricultural situation of
the country.

1t has been objected by so high an authority as the President
that to keep this provision in the bill will result in an increase
in the price of farm products now in the hands of merchants
and exporters and others who are in the business of buying and
selling farm products. I am not prepared to deny that that
statement is true, but the same thing will happen as ‘to the
price of manufactured products when you bring in a tariff bill
increasing the tariff duties on imports of those particular prod-
ucts into markets of the United Statts. If you bring in a tariff
bill increasing the tariff on sugar, or on steel, or on textiles,
it will automatically increase the price of the produets in the
hands of anybody—manufacturer, jobber, or merchant. If it
should happen in the case of manufactured produets, 1 ask you
in all sincerity whether that objection lies in good faith to
any increase that might be brought about in farm-product
prices by the adoption of the debenture plan as proposed in this
legislation; and if it be true that such an increase would oe-
cur, would not the increase be immediately reflected in the
price to the producer, not only for what he might have on hand,
but what he would produce in the future? X

It has been objected to on the ground that it is a subsidy,
and I am as fundamentally against subsidies, I imagine, as any
Member of the Senate. But when we give into the hands of a
few men, either rightfully or wrongfully—and I am not now
discussing the merits of that proposition—when we give into
the hands of a few men in certain sections of the country the
power to use this taxing function of government to enrich
themselves at the expense of others, and to make an added
profit out of government, then I say that to all intents and
purposes it iz as much a subsidy as if that amount of money
were taken out of the Treasury itself and put in their pockets.
Do we desire the tariff to be really effective for the benefit of
the farmer?

The administration bill makes no pretense to undertake this
effort. I do not contend that this bill will not, in the long run,
add something to the knowledge of agriculture in general for
the benefit of agriculture in the years to come. Whether the
farm beard, set up, will do any greater work along this line
than iz being done by the Department of Agriculture and other
agricultural facilities of the Government remains to be seen.
But the most enthusiastic supporter of this measure, as it passed
the House, will not claim that this measure will to any appre-
ciable degree relieve the farmer of the unequal load which I
have been describing. The only proposal now before the Senate
that undertakes to do this is the export-debenture plan. This
plan proposes to allow the farmer to draw back an amount equal
to one-half the present tariff on the products which compete
with his exportable surplus.

It is eclaimed that this is a subsidy. If it is a subsidy it is
only a small portion of the subsidy which the Government allows
other industries to impose upon the people. It is claimed that
this plan will reduce the receipts of the Treasury, or that it is
money taken from the Treasury. This ean not be true because
the amount by which the farmer will be benefited never reaches
the Treasury, and it will be an easy matter to adjust tariff
schedules so as to produce no decrease in annual revenues. But
even if it be properly described as a subsidy the Republican
Party can not consistently object to it on that account for it
has been only a few years ago since one of its administrations,
in the very midst of an agricultural panic, proposed a subsidy
to the shipping interests of this country, which would have cost
the people, out of the Treasury, $750,000,000, and many of the
Senators on this floor, who now choke at a modest bounty for
agriculture, voted for that subsidy to the Shipping Trust.

They were not then so outspoken against subsidies. One of
your administrations brought in a proposal in 1923 to grant to
the Shipping Trust of the United States a subsidy that would
have amounted to $750,000,000 in a period of 10 years. There
are on the floor of the Senate to-day men who voted to take out
of the Treasury $750,000,000 to give to the Shipping Trust as a
subsidy, and they did it without hesitation, and yet they choke
to-day because we are proposing to allow the farmer to get back
probably a very small percentage of the amount which he is
taxed, directly and indirectly, for the benefit of those who have
been able to raise the cost of his supplies to such an extent that
he every year contributes $1,000,000,000 to this policy. It has
been estimated that if all the agricultural products which are
affected by a tariff and would be eligible for debenture privi-
leges should take advantage of the bill it would not amount to
as much as $100,000,000 a year, and that is only one-tenth of
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the amount that is involved in the increased cost to agriculture
by reason of the conditions to which I have been referring this
afternoon.

I can not for the life of me understand how any Member of
Congress can vote to give to the Shipping Trust $750,000,000
out of the Treasury of the United States but can not vote to
allow the farmer to have at least a portion of the burden he
bears relieved by the only legislation which ecan make the tariff
effective so far as pending legislation is concerned. By a proper
adjustment of tariff rates there need be no loss to the Treasury
by reason of the debenture plan which is now before the Senate.

The ‘objection has been made that this plan will increase the
value of farm products now in the hands of private corporations.
This may be true, but the increase will be reflected in the value
of farm products now in the hands of farmers or which may
be hereafter produced. You are proposing in a few weeks to
increase the tariff on certain manufactured produets, and I am
not passing now on the question whether such increases are
wise or unwisge, proper or improper, but I do make the state-
ment that any increase in the tariff on manufactured goods
will increase the value of such goods now on hand as well as
that to be produced in the future., If it is preposterous to in-
crease the value of farm products by immediate legislation, what
is it that makes this policy virtuous when applied to manufac-
tured goods? The export debenture is objected to on the
ground that it is economically unsound, and so it may be; who
knows? But what sort of a yardstick are we to measure the
economic soundness or unsoundness of any proposal? Nothing
could be more unsound economically, politically, or morally than
the policy which has produced the conditions now econfronting
agriculture. We are all groping more or less in the dark,
seeking a remedy, and we hope by cur experience to find one. If
one proposal that may be economically unsound is offered as an
antidote to other policies which are equally unsound, and which
have produced the unsound conditions which we are seeking to
remedy, who is there great enough and wise enough to condemn
the effort by a mere anathema?

I am going to vote for this bill as it has been reported from
the Senate committee, which contains the debenture plan. If
this portion of the bill shall be eliminated I shall then vote for
the best bill I can get, hoping for the best and fearing the
worst, whatever may be its fate elsewhere.

During the delivery of Mr. BARKLEY'S speech—

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Kentucky yield to me in order that I may make a request?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. PartersoN in the chair).
Does the Senator from Kentucky yield to the Senator from
California?

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I have been furnished with much au-
thoritative data as to wage scales in industrial employment, in-
cluding agriculture, prevailing in practically all the conntries of
the world. I ask leave to have this information published as a
Senate document. I think it will be useful to Members of the
Sexate and the House during the session, and particularly in
connection with legislation now under consideration by the
Congress,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the Senator from California?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, reserving the
right to object, I would like to inquire of the Senator from Cali-
fornia who has furnished him with the data to which he refers?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Immediately, I may say, our Secretary
af Labor, and he in turn has had recourse to authoritative reports
coming through the Department of State from our consuls and
business agents the world over, and from official documents.
The wage scales have been converted into American currency, so
thut it can be seen at a glance the wages paid to labor in the
different countries the world over.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I do not think the Senator
from California should have interrupted the Senator from Ken-
tacky——

Mr. SHORTRIDGE.
Chamber.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. In the midst of his address to
ask this leave, I shall, therefore, object for the present.

Mr. BARKLEY. I have no objection to its going in, provided
fhe whole proceeding concerning it shall be printed at the end
of my remarks and not in the midst of them.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Arkansas
objects to th® request.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I very much regret that the Senator
objects now, as I am leaving the Chamber.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Is the Senator leaving the
city?

I did so because I had to leave the
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‘Mr. SHORTRIDGH. Yes.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. As the Senator is leaving the
city, I withdraw my objection.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I thank both the Senators.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There being no objection, the
matter will be printed as a document.

After the conclusion of Mr. BARKLEY'S speech,

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, I shall not de-
tain the Senate for any great length of time with a presentation
of my views on the pending question. All of us are agreed there
is a farm problem. Both political parties have made the state-
ment in their platforms. The issue has gone to the people and
I think everybody now concedes its existence. The question
presenting itself to us is a solution of the problem knmown to
exist.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
yield to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield.

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator said the problem had gone
to the people. A few moments ago when he interrupted the
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BArgLEY] he said there had been
a great referendum and that there could be no question about
the resuit. I merely wanted to ask the Senator if he knew that
nearly one-third of the members of his own party in the Senate
do not think as he does about the result of that referendum?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, in answer to the
Senator's question I need only to say that the question went to
the people of his own State, the great State of Tennessee, and
it was decided there. I will come to that in a moment.

Mr. McKELLAR. There was no farm question submitted
to the people of Tennessee,

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, so far as I am
personally concerned, like every other Member of this body, I
am anxious to find a solution that will improve conditions in
the agricultural industry. I think several things will help solve
the problem. There is no doubt in my mind that the tariff will
assist. I believe in a protective tariff on farm commodities in
order that the American producer may be protected against the
producers abroad who can produce their crops for much less
money than it costs in this country to produce similar crops.

The President of the United States believes that too, as he
has stated time and again, I believe also the development of
our internal waterways will have much to do with the solution
of the problem. I think when the great Mississippi system from
Chicago to the Gulf and the canal or seaway from Chicago to
the Atlantiec Ocean are opened up and put into effect they will
mean a difference of anywhere from 7 to 10 cents a bushel on
wheat alone in favor of the American farmer, especially in the
West, Middle West, and Northwest. But there must be some
Federal instrumentality provided that can give its entire atten-
tion to agriculture throughout the years to come to the end that
we may develop in course of time a great national farm policy,
That the legislation now before this body proposes to do.

It is of nimost importance, too, in my opinion, that legisla-
tion be enacted at the earliest possible moment if the farmers
of America are to benefit from it to any degree this year.
Because of that faet, time is of the essence. The question before
the Senate then is to decide what is the best plan that may be
adopted at this moment.

The House of Representatives has passed the bill. I stated
a while ago that in some respects I like the bill passed by the
House better than the one which is before us here. For in-
stance, I like the idea of a board composed of fewer members.
I think it would be more cohesive. There can be a meeting of
minds more easily, as a result of which the great problems which
will confrout us this year and in the years to come can be stud-
ied more efficiently and there ean be better coordination.

Then both the bill here and the one passed at the other end of
the Capitol provide that the chairman of the board may be a
man who can be paid any salary the President of the United
States decides is reasonable under the circumstances. That will
enable the Government to go out into the country and find the
very best man, regardless of how big he may be, how well guali-
fied he may be, and regardless of what he may be worth from
the standpoint of salary, to place in charge of this great work.

Mr. President, my chief reason for.standing here now is to
refute some statements that have been made during the course
of the debate. I do not believe I could add anything much to
what has been said and I do not suppose any Member of this
body will be persuaded by anything I may say to vote one way
or another. But it is proper for me to express my opinion as _
well as for other Members of the Senate to express theirs.

I am opposed to the debenture plan at this time for the rea-
sons cited by the President in his very admirable answer to the

Senator from Indiana
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communication of the Subcommittee of the Committee on Agri-
eulture and Forestry, and for the additional reason that in my
opinion the farmers of the country themselves are opposed to it.
The farmers of the country themselves believe that the plan
proposed by President Hoover should be enacted into law and
given a trial

The proposed legislation provides that the Federal farm board
ghall report back to the Congress with suggestions of methods
for still further developing farm relief and bringing it more
thoroughly to realization.

Of course, legislation is all experimental. This legislation
will be experimental, If the pending bill is enacted into law,
we shall find methods for its improvement as the years go
by. It will necessarily be amended ; there is no doubt of that.
It will have weaknesses as well as strong points, but the
weaknesses can be corrected in the course of years, and, in my
opinion, it is a start in the right direction. We shall have
established a board that will give its entire time to the great
problems of agrienlture, not only those that confront us now
but those that will continue to arise and confront us in the
future. During all those years the board, composed of high-
grade men selected by the President of the United States—
and everyone in this body knows that he will select high-grade
men well qualified for the work they are ealled upon to do—
will be sitting here or traveling throughout the country when
necessary to continue to flnd methods for improving rural
conditions in Ameriea, and in the course of five years, I predict,
if this legislation is enacted into law at this time, we shall
have done what should have been done half a century ago. We
shall have developed a great national farm policy, and that
question then will be settled for all time.

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LA Forrerte in the chair).
Does the Senator from Indiana yield to the Senator from North

Dakota?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I am glad to yield.

Mr. FRAZIER. I would like to ask the Senator from
Indiana what is going to happen to the thousands and thou-
sands of farmers who are now holding onto their land through
the leniency of their creditors, which is undoubtedly the case,
in the four or five years it will take to put into operation
this farm bill which he states is advocated by the President,
as I think it is?

‘Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, the Senator’s
sympathy for the American farmer is no greater than that
which I feel. I lived in the country until I was a man, I
know that conditions are bad. But my belief is that the
minute the legislation is enacted and signed by the President
conditions will at once get better. The psychology of the
situation will be better in the country. The farmers of America
will see that their Government is interested in their problem
and is seeking to effect a solution. Therefore I would not at
this time attempt to restrict the Federal farm board with a
highly technical plan of any kind. r

I am anxious that we shall pass a bill providing plenty of
money. We provide $500,000,000 in a revolving fund and $500,-
000 as a fund for the adnrinistration of the law. I am anxious
to give the board plenty of power, and then say to the board of
high-grade men, “ You understand the question perhaps better
than any others in the world, because you have lived close to it
all these years. Go out and solve this problem. Use any plan
you find to solve it. You may make mistakes in attempting to
find an early solution. That is to be expected. Make as few
mistakes as possible, but solve the problem. Then report back
to the Congress next December what more you need and we will
give youn additional authority If it becomes necessary.” Then
we shall have afforded some relief immediately to the agricul-
tural industry and as the years go on we shall continue to per-
fect that relief, making conditions befter and better through
additional legislation. I grant that it may not be done in a
moment, It is, however, better late than never. Let us make
the start, and let us nrake it before the crop season is over
this year.

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, will the Senator from Indiana
yield to me?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield to the Senator.

Mr, FRAZIER. The Senator from Indiana states that he is
in favor of a bill that will authorize the appointment of a
Federal farm board and give that board wide authority to
work out a complete plan. I should like to ask the Senator if
he understands that either the House bill or the Senate bill will
give the board that opportunity under the present situation?
For instance, if the debenture plan shall be cut out of the meas-
ure, will it then give the board the power to put the debenture
plan into operation if they shall think it a good thing?
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Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. No; but I will answer the Sen-
ator in this way: If we should now put in the debenture plan
and restrict the board to its use, and the debenture plan should
fail, we would thereby still further demoralize the farmers of
the country. What we want to do is to raise their morale by
giving them the economic assistance to which they are entitled.
Therefore, I say, let the board be organized and work on the
remedies provided, and then, at the pext session of Congress,
suggest any additional methods for farm relief which the board
may think desirable.

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana
further yield?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana.
North Dakota.

Mr. FRAZIER. If the present provision be retained and the
debenture plan shall be left optional with the board, they will
not need to put it in operation unless they shall see fit to do so.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I recognize that perfectly well,
and for the present I certainly favor excluding it, beeause if it
be retained in the measure there is always a tendency to use
the first thing that comes along. Let us keep all highly technical
plans out of this proposed legislation; let us ecreate the farm
board, get the law passed as quickly as possible, and start some-
thing at the earliest possible moment. Let us tell the board to
work out this problem and to report back at each suecceeding
Congress as to what additional legislation is needed. It has
wide powers, I will say to the Senator,

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana
yield further to the Senator from North Dakota?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I will yield in just a moment.
The board under this proposed law will have wide powers,
tremendous powers, greater powers than were ever given to any
board in any legislation passed by Congress in its history. Let
us eliminate for the moment highly technical plans from the
proposed legislation, since in that way we shall follow the
recommendation of the President of the United States, who
enjoys the full confidence of the country.

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, I want to ask the Senator if
he does not think there is at present an emergency existing in
the condition of agriculture throughout the Nation?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Yes; and I am also of the
opinion that the proposed legislation now before us will cure
much of the trouble that exists. It will not be perfect; I con-
cede that; and the emergency does exist; I grant that. How-
ever, I am assuming, Mr. President, that this proposed legisla-

I yield to the Senator from

tion will take care of a part of that emergency. Then we shall

not be tying the hands of the Federal farm board in any degree
with a highly technical plan,

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indi-
ana yield further to the Senator from North Dakota?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield further to the Senator.

Mr. FRAZIER. The Senator from Indiana has stated that he
thought the psychology of the bill providing for the appointment
of a Federal farm board would be good. I wish to state that,
in my opinion, it will take more than psychology to meet the
emergency which exists among the farmers to-day.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. O Mr. President, I grant that;
I mentioned that merely as one of the by-products for good
which will flow out of the proposed legislation. It will have an
excellent psychological effect on the American farmer, because
he will see that after years of study and consideration and
debate finally the Congress has done something; it has made a
start; it has created the Federal farm board and intrusted it
with tremendous powers.

Mr. FRAZIER. I want to say that I think the psychology
would be good, but I do not think it would meet the present
emergency.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Possibly not, but in the course
of time we will bring about a better condition.

Mr. FRAZIER. But in the course of time, during two or
three years, or whatever time it may take to put the legisla-
tion in operation and get it working, there would be several
million more farmers go out of business because of the indebted-
ness they are laboring under to-day. In my opinion the only
thing in this farm bill as passed by the House or the bill re-
ported out of the Agricultural Committee of the Senate which
will meet the present emergency is the debenture plan.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana, Mr. President, I disagree with
the Senator as to that proposition, but it is an honest disagree-
ment. I will say to the Senator, however, that I take issue
with his statement made on the floor on one oceasion during
this debate to the effect that the country was forced to choose
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one of two candidates. Both parties nominated their ecan-
didates practically unanimously. The couniry, therefore, had
a choice of deciding between two candidates both of whom had
been nominated practically unanimously., Then the country
almost unanimously chose one of those candidates for Presi-
dent, and in choosing that candidate also chose the plan for
farm relief of that candidate. That plan is embodied in the
bill now before the Senate, with the exception of the debenture
plan, which the President is against.

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indi-
ana yield to the Senator from North Dakdta?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield.

Mr. FRAZIER. I can not accept the explanation of the Sen-
ator from Indiana that the farm plan as advocated by Mr.
Hoover when he was a candidate was accepted by the agricul-
tural States of the Nation. There were a good many more
jgsues than farm legislation in the campaign. There is no
doubt about that.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. That is true.

Mr. FRAZIER. And therefore the farm relief program was
not the great issue.

Mr., ROBINSON of Indiana.
issues.

Mr. President, in that connection, what the Senator has said
snggests to me that I read some of the things the President
said. I think some of the quotations have previously been
cited on the floor of the Senate, and I wonld not needlessly or
tediously repeat what has been read here; but for fear it has
not all been read, there are certain things I desire to bring to
the attention of the Senate now. After the President of the
United States had been practically unanimously nominated by
his party at Kansas City, in his acceptance speech of Aungust
11, 1928, he made the following statement :

The most urgent economic problem in our Nation to-day is in agri-
culture. It must be solved if we are to bring prosperity and content-
ment to one-third of our people directly and to all of our people
indirectly. We have pledged ourselves to find a solution.

Then, turning over to another page, I read further, as
follows :

It is our plain duty to search out the common ground on which we
may mobilize the sound forces of agricultural reconstruction. Our
platform lays a solid basis upon which we can build. It offers an
afirmative program.

Mr. President, that was said at a moment when every man,
woman, and child practically in the American Republic was
hanging on every word that fell from the lips of the Republi-
can candidate for President. Further, he says:

An adequate tariff is the foundation of farm relief.

That was stated at a period when everyone wanted to know
his views. Further, he said:

I would use my office and influence to give the farmers the full
benefit of our historic tariff policy.

And yet again:

Nature has endowed us with a great system of inland waterways.
Their modernization will comprise a most substantial contribution to
Mid West farm relief and to the development of 20 of our interior
States. This modernization includes not only the great Mississippi sys-
tem, with its joining of the Great Lakes and of the heart of Mid West
agriculture to the Gulf, but also a shipway from the Great Lakes to the
Atlantie. These improvements would mean so large an inerement in
farmers' prices as to warrant their construction many times over.
There is no more vital method of farm rellef.

That was the second plan of farm relief suggested by the
present President in his acceptance address, when everybody
was listening carefully to hear his views.

And, finally, again he said:

The platform proposes to go much further—

That is, the Republican platform—

It pledges the creation of a Federal farm board of representative
farmers to be eclothed with authorify and resources with which not only
to still further aid farmers’ cooperatives and pools and to assist gen-
erally in solution of farm problems, but especially to build up with
Federal finnnce farmer-owned and farmer-controlled stabilization eor-
porations which will protect the farmer from the depressions and
demoralization of seasonal gluts and periodical surpluses,

Objection has been made that this program, as laid down by the party
platform, may require that several hundred milllons of dollars of capital
be advanced by the Federal Government without obligation upon the
individual farmer. With that objection I have little patience. A

No; but it was one of the big

nation which is spending ninety billions a year can well afford an ex-
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penditure of a few hundred millions for a workable program that will
give to one-third of its population their fair share of the Nation'a
prosperity. Nor does this proposal put the Government into business,
except so far as it is called upon to furnish initial capital with which to
build up the farmer to the control of his own destinies.

I say, Mr. President, that the pending legislation proposes
that very thing, a revolving fund of $500,000,000,

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indi-
ana yield further to the Senator from North Dakota?

Mr, ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield.

Mr. FRAZIER. The Senator will recall that one of the Presi-
dentt's ﬂ.lchief obljectifons to the debenture plan is that it would
COS e people of the United States, th
§300.00u oo , the taxpayers, some

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Does the Senator mean as a
subsidy? If he does, the President never proposed a subsidy in
any speech he ever made, nor does the American farmer, in my
opinion, desire a subsidy.

B;r. FRAZIER. I do not think the American farmer does
desire a subsidy, but he did have some hope during the campaign
that he would be put on a parity with the manufacturing inter-
ests and other interests of the country.

Mr., ROBINSON of Indiana. Exactly; and that will be done.
I have great faith that will be done, and that the farmer will be
placed ultimately in that very position he deserves to occupy.

Mr. FRAZIER. The Senator from Indiana has just quoted
Mr. Hoover, when a candidate for President, as stating that he
conld see no reason why a few hundred million dollars or sev-
eral hundred million dollars should not be spent for the benefit
of agriculture.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana,
$500,000,000.

Mr. FRAZIER. As a loan; yes.

Mr, ROBINSON of Indiana. Yes; but ultimately there will
be considerable in cost, and at the very outset we propose to
pay out under this legislation $500,000 which is appropriated for
expenses,

Mr. FRAZIER., The sum of $500,000 is a long way from sev-

eral hundred million,
But $500,000,000 is not.

We propose in this bill to spend

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana,

Mr. FRAZIER. The $500,000,000 to which the Senator refers
is a loan; it is absolutely nothing but a loan.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. No, Mr. President: it is an
initial advance from the 'Treasury, just as the President said he
was willing should be advanced from the Treasury; it has no
association with anything else.

Mr. FRAZIER. By no stretch of the imagination can it be
considered an advance, when it has got to be paid back with
interest,

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. It is the initial advance. I do
not care to quibble with the Senator as to the meaning of words.
He knows as well as I do what these words mean. I do not
understand that the President in that statement used any words
which would indicate that he meant to make a gift of several
hundred million dollars. The Senator may have a different
view, but that is my view,

Mr. FRAZIER. It was so stated from public platforms all
over the Nation by people who were out speaking for Mr.
Hoover at that time.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana, I suppose even the Senator from
North Dakota will admit that Mr. Hoover can not be held re-
sponsible for everything that was said in his behalf by every-

body.

Mr. FRAZIER. 1 think that is true.

Mr, ROBINSON of Indiana. Any more than he could be held
responsible for what was said against him.

Mr, FRAZIER. .In the letter from the President to the chair-
man of the Agricultural Committee of the Senate giving his
reasons for opposing the debenture plan, after stating that he
did not think the amount of the debenture would be reflected
back to the farmer, he says,

Third. If the increased price did refleet to the farmer the plan would
stimulate overproduction and thereby increase world supply.

The only meaning I can get from that is that the President
would oppose any method of farm relief here that wounld in-
crease the price of the farm produect that might encourage over-
produetion ; and, of course, any increase might encourage over-
production.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr, President, I am convinced
that the Senator from North Dakota is not very friendly to the
plan favored by the President. In fact, the Senator stated the
other day that he was not so very favorably impressed with the
President himself, My opinion is that everything the President
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hag said or done has kept faith with his promises to the Ameri-
can people.

Mr, FESS, Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana
yield to the Senator from Ohio?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I do.

Mr. FESS. The President’s utterances here constantly refer
to the platform.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. That is right.

Mr. FESS. The Senator recalls that in the convention there
was a terrific struggle to place in the platform some of the
things that the Senator from North Dakota is advoecating here.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Yes,

Mr. FESS. And those things were rejected overwhelmingly ;
and the President ig referring to these as the pledge he has
made.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Exactly.

Mr. FESS. It seems to me there is not any justification for
the charge that this proposal will not do any good.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I thank the Senator from Ohio
for his suggestions,

Mr. President, permit me to read further from this accept-
ance address:

The first step is to ereate an effective agency directly for these pur-
poses and to give it anthority and resources. These are solemn pledges
and they will be fulfilled by the Republican Party. It is a definite plan
of relief, It needs only the detailed elaboration of legislation and
appropriations to put it into force.

And then, skipping a few sentences, I read as follows:

While the problem varles with every different commodity and with
every different part of our great country, I should wish to apply the
same method to agriculture so that the leaders of every phase of each
group can advise and organize on policies and constructive measures.

And still further, and then I shall not read any more from this
speech :

The working out of agricultural relief constitutes the most important
obligation of the next administration. I stand pledged to these pro-
posals, The object of our policies is to establish for our farmers an
income equal to those of other occupations; for the farmer’s wife the
same comforts in her home as women in other groups; for the farm
boys and girls the same opportunities in life as other boys and girls.
8o far as my own abilities may be of service, I dedicate them to help
secure prosperity and contentment in that industry where I and my
forefathers were born and nearly all my family still obtain their liveli-
hood. -

Mr, President, on Augunst 11 the President made his accept-
ance speech. Ten days later, on August 21, speaking at West
Branch, his boyhood home, the President had the following to
say :

1 should, -however, like to emphasize that the spirit of those legis-
lative proposals is to work out a more economic and stable marketing
system. A Federal farm board js to be set up with the necessary
powers and resources to assist the industry to meet not alone the
varied problems of to-day but those which may arise in the future.
My fundamental concept of agriculture is one controlled by its own
members, organized to fight ils own economic battles, and to de-
termine its own destinies. Nor do I speak of organization in the
narrow sense of traditional farm cooperatives or pools, but in the
much wider sense of a sound marketing organization., It is not by
these proposals intended to put the Government into the comtrol of the
_ business of agriculture, nor to subsidize the prices of farm products,
and pay the losses thereon either by the Federal Treasury or by a tax
or fee on the farmer,

Mr. President, it seems to me that anyone who spoke for
Mr. Hoover could have understood that language. I repeat it:

It Is not by these proposals intended to put the Government into
the control of the business of agriculture, nor to subsidize the prices
of farm products and pay the losses thereon either by the Federal
Treasury or by a tax or fee on the farmer. We propose, with gov-
ernmental assistance and an initial advance of capital, to enable the
agricoltural industry to reach a stature of modern business operations
by which the farmer will attain his independence and maintain his
individoality,

And now, Mr. President, one other guotation from that
speech at West DBranch, made 10 days after the acceptance
address : 1

In formulating recommendations for legislation to ecarry out the
proposals of the party, I trust that we may have the full assistance
of the leaders of agricultural thought.

Mr. President, a little later, on the 2d of November, at
S8t. Louis—this was just a few days before the election, when
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Mr. Hoover was on his way to the Pacific coast to cast his
vote—he used the following language. Every one at that time
was interested in what the President might say on this
question ;

In addition to the tariff and cheaper waterway transportation in
aesistance to agriculttfre. the Republican Party proposes to go further,
It proposes to set up an institution which will be one of the most
important institutions in our Government, designed to meet not only
the varled problems which confront us to-day, but those which may
arise in the future. We propose to create a Federal farm board com-
posed of men of understanding and sympathy for the problems of
agriculture; we propose this board should have power to determine
the facts, the causes, the remedies which should be applied to each
and every one of the multitude of problems which we mass under
the general term * the agrienltural problem.”

This program further provides that the hoard shall have a broad
authority to fct and be authorized to assist in the farther develop-
ment of cooperative marketing; that it shall assist In the development
of clearing houses for agricultural products, in the development of
adequate warehousing facilities, in the ellmination of wastes in dis-
tribution, and in the solution of other problems as they arise. But
in particular the board is to build up with Initial advances of capital
from the Government, farmer-owned and farmer-controlled stabiliza-
tion corporations which will proteet the farmer from depressions and
the demoralization of summer and periodic surpluses.

It is proposed that this board should have placed at its disposal
such resources as are necessary to make its action effective.

Thus, we give to the Federnl farm board every arm with which to
deal with the multitude of problems. This is an entirely different
method of approach to solution from that of a general formula; it is
flexible and adaptable. No such far-reaching and specific proposal has
ever been made by a political party on behalf of any indusiry in our
history. It is a direct business proposition. It marks our desire for
establishment of farmers’ stability and at the same time maintains
his independence and individuality.

This plan is consonant with our American ideals to avold the Gov-
ernment operation of commercial business; for it places the operation
upon the farmer himself, not upon a bureaucracy. It puts the Gov-
ernment in Its real relation to the citizen—that of peration. Its
object is to give equality of opportunity to the farmer, I would con-
gider it the greatest homor I ecould have if it ghould become my
privilege to aid in finally solving this the most difficult of economic
problems presented to our people, and the one in which by inheritance
and through long contact I have my deepest interest.

I am hopeful that in the December sesgion of Congress it will be
possible to reach that solution. However, as I have already said, if
this is nmot possible I wonld eall a special session In order that we
might speedily arrive at a determination of the question before the next
harvest.

And, Mr. President, with that statement from the lips of
Herbert Hoover the people went to the polls and almost unani-
mously elected him to the Presidency. Immediately he kept his
word by calling this special session of the Congress for the
purposes of farm relief, as he had suggested.

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from In-
diana yield to the Senator from North Dakota?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield. .

Mr. FRAZIER. In the President’s message to Congress he
states, on page 3:

With the creation of a great instrumentality of this character—

And I think no other construction can be given to that than
that he meant this Federal farm board—

Mr, ROBINSON of Indiana. That is right; I agree with the
Senator.

Mr. FRAZIER (reading):

of a strength and importance equal to that of those which we have
created for transportation and banking, we give Immediate assurance
of the determined purpose of the Government to meet the difficulties
of which we are now aware, and to create an agency through which
constructive action for the future will be assured.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. That is right.

Mr. FRAZIER. I should like to ask the Senator from In-
diana, or anyone else, if there is anything in either of the
agricultural bills as reported out, outside of the debenture plan,
that will do anything for the farmer such as the Federal reserve
banking act does for the big banks, or such as the Interstate
Commerce Commission with the aid of the Esch-Cummins rail-
road act does for the railroad companies?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Yes, Mr. President; I should
say that this very Federal farm board that is proposed now

Mr. FRAZIER. Does the Federal farm board have the
authority that the Interstate Commerce Commission has to
regulate freight rates?
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Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. In my opinion, along these
lines it has practically that authority.

Mr. FRAZIER. I should like to know where.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Of course, the Senator’s inter-
pretation of the bill and of the proposed legislation may be dif-
ferent from mine, I think this legislation, if enacted, will give
the Federal farm board all the power it needs to solve this farm
problem.

Mr. FRAZIER. All the power it needs?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. And plenty of money with which
to start.

Mr. FRAZIER. Does the Senator think it will give them the
authority that the Esch-Cummins Railroad Act gives the Inter-
state Commerce Commission to fix tariff rates and to give the
railroad companies a guaranteed profit?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I think it will in the end. This
legislation may be amended, of course. These other measures
of which the Senator speaks have been amended. For instance,
the Federal reserve law has been amended so much in the last
14 years that the amendments occupy more space in the law
books than the original law itself. I say this legislation will
necessarily be amended from time to time, and perfected. All
legislation is experimental, but in my opinion it is a fine start.

Mr. FRAZIER. I should like to ask the Senator if he thinks
there is anything in either the House bill or the Senate bill as
reported from the Agricultural Committee, outside of the deben-
ture plan, that will give any immediate relief?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I doubt whether the debenture
plan would give immediate relief. That is just the point on
which the Senator and I differ. I do not care to take a lot of
time to discuss if, but my opinion is that in the end it would
work against the farmer rather than for him and that after a
year or two the farmer himself would insist upon its repeal, and
by that time there would be increased production, and then we
would have a worse agricultural problem than we have at this
moment,

Mr. FRAZIER. The debenture plan is an emergency propo-
gition, as I see it, and it is optional with the board as to
whether they will put it into operation or not. There is no
question in my mind but that if the tariff on any of our farm
products is reflected back to the farmer who produces these
products to the amount of 50 per cent of the tariff, the deben-
ture plan would never go into operation; and if it does not
reflect back to the producer at least 50 per cent of the tariff,
then the debenture plan could go into operation and give the
producer the advantage of 50 per cent of the tariff.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, I assume that
the Senator will agree with me that in the President’'s message
to the Congress from which he has just quoted he is thoroughly
consistent with his utterances throughout the campaign.

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, I am frank to say that I do
not think the sentiment stated by the President in his objec-
tions to the debenture plan is thoroughly consistent with either
the statements made in the message or his statements made
during the campaign,

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I think it is; and certainly
it is consistent with the West Branch speech, to which I
listened with a great deal of interest.

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana
yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. BROOKHART. 1 want to call the Senator's attention
to the fact that the first time it appeared that the President
was opposed to price fixing was in this message. The first time
it appeared that he was opposed to the Government buying and
selling farm products was in this message.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. No, Mr. President; the Senator
was out, I think, a moment ago when I read from a speech the
President made, the second official utterance of his in the
campaign, at West Branch, Iowa, to which the Senator from
Jowa himself listened.

Mr. BROOKHART. Yes; I heard it.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana, On which occasion the Senator
himself spoke, and the presidential candidate, the Republican
candidate—

Mr. BROOKHART. That was the first time I put out the
record of Mr. Hoover in buying and selling farm products for
the Government,

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. All right. Mr, President, on
that very occasion the distinguished Senator from Iowsd, with
me among others, heard the Republican candidate for Presi-
dent, Herbert Hoover, utter these words, and I quote them
now :
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It is mot by these proposals intended to put the Government into
the control of the business of agriculture, nor to subsidize the prices
of farm products and pay the losses thereon elther by the Federal
Treasury or by a tax or fee on the farmer,

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana
yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield.

Mr. BROOKHART. That was in connection with his inter-
pretation of the platform, that he had no patience with those
who were opposed to spending several hundred million dollars
from the Treasury, and that interpretation was to the effect
that doing that did not put the Government in business or
subsidize agriculture as explained in the West Branch speech.
There is nothing in that inconsistent with the other statement
at Palo Alto in the speech of acceptance,

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, the Senator and
I discussed that the other day, and we do not interpret the lan-
guage used in the same way, I think. I say, however, that even
if the Senator’s interpretations were correct, the fact remalns
that the presidential candidate himself cleared up the language
10 days later, in the Senator’s own State and in the presence of
the Senator, when he used the words I just read.

Mr. FESS, Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
Senator from Ohio?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield.

Mr. FESS. The Senator from Iowa suggests that that was
the first time the President indicated that he was against price
fixing. Certainly if the Senator does not know that Mr. Hoover
all the way along was opposed to price fixing, when he was
charged, as Secretary of Commerce, with dominating the Presi-
dent on the question, he is the only man in the Senate or out of
it who does not know that,

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. Hoover's representatives furnished
me with his record for use in the campaign, and they furnished
me the record of how he fixed the price on $10,000,000 worth of
farm products and how he maintained that price by buying and
selling farm products, and in every speech, including the one I
made at West Branch, T used those facts. Then Senators come
in and say to me that T knew he was opposed to price fixing.
The first knowledge I had of that, the first time it came cate-
gorically, was when this message appeared here. It did not
appear in the campaign.

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield.

Mr. FESS. Does the Senator from Iowa mean that the fact
that when Mr. Hoover, in the Food Administration, was put in
charge of the distribution of food for war purposes, and fixed
the price, as an administrator, means that he is in favor of the
Government fixing prices in peace times? -

Mr. BROOKHART. I will explain that with regard to wheat.
That is more definite than referring to the Food Administration.
The documents were furnished me in connection with the wheat
business, and also in reference to pork, by George Barr Baker.
A board fixed the price of wheat at $2.26 a bushel finally at
Chicago. That was the cost-of-production price, the cost of
production with a reasonable profit in addition to that. Then
Mr. Hoover went out and bought and sold as much at one time
as $500,000,000 worth of wheat in order to maintain that price.

Mr. FESS. That was the Government doing it,

Mr. BROOKHART. He was doing it for the Government.
He was the Government in that transaction. Then, after the
war was over, President Wilson, by proclamation, promised the
farmers the same price for wheat in 1919 that they got in 1918.
Mr. Hoover asked a billion dollars from the Congress, and I
presume the Senator voted for it.

Mr. FESS. I did.

Mr. BROOKHART. And they gave him that billion dollars.
He did not have to use all of it, but he did use about $300,-
000,000 of it. He quit the Wheat Corporation before the year
was over, and it was on the 4th of Mareh, the last day of Con-
gress, when the billion dollars was voted. That is the record
that was given to me to present to the farmers of the Northwest
in order to win their votes for Herbert Hoover, and I did it.

Mr, FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator from Indiana
yield further?

Mr, ROBINSON of Indiana, I yield to the Senator.

Mr. FESS. And the Senator from Iowa wants the country to
believe that because Mr. Hoover, the administrator in charge of
feeding Europe, fixed the price by the Govermment, as he repre-
sented the Government, he believes in price fixing in peace time

Does the Senator yield to the
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being written into law, and if he does not do it then he is incon-
sistent. It seems to me the most incredible thing, Mr. President,
that anyone here would say that because in an emergency in
war time the Government had placed in the hands of an indi-
vidual the buying and selling of food products in order to save
our soldiers from starving, that that means he believes in the
policy of price fixing. Mr. Hoover has from the beginning been
an opponent of price fixing,

Mr. BROOKHART. The 1919 matter was after the war was
over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indi-
ana yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr, ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield.

Mr. BROOKHART. The law was passed after the war was
over, on the 4th of March, 1919, and the emergency of the
farmers was nothing like as great as it is now. I certainly be-
lieved that, I presented it in that way to the farmers, and the
farmers believed it.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, no matter how
the Senator may feel about it now, the fact remains that he and
I together at West Branch, Iowa, on the 21st of August of last
year, listened to Herbert Hoover’s speech, in the course of which
he used the language I have just read, and that language should
have disabused the Senator’s mind to such an extent that he
never would have needed to make any misstatement in the cam-
paign, if misstatement he made, -

Mr. BROOKHART. Mryr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr, ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield.

Mr, BROOKHART. The records, which bear that out, show
that there was no subsidy, and no subsidy necessary. In fact,
instead of there being a subsidy, there was a profit of $59,000,-
000 taken from those operations, and that money Is safely
tucked away in the Treasury of the United States right now.

If the Senator will permit me, I want fo offer an amendment
right now.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. No, Mr, President; let the
Senator offer it now, but I would like to have it come in the
Recorp after I have concluded.

Mr, BROOKHART. I do not care for the printing of it in
the Recorp at all.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the amend-

ment will be received, printed, and lie on the table.
- Mr. BROOKHART. That is what I wanted. The amend-
ment provides for the use of such part of this same $59,000,000
of profits taken, not subsidy but profits, as is necessary to
pay the losses of these stabilization corporations, if they have
any losses. We will see if they are willing to let the farmers
have from the Treasury even that which they took from the
farmers.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, I was reading
from the message of the President to the Congress of the United
States at the time of the calling of this special session. I shall
not go into that further. Suffice it to say that everything con-
tained in this message is thoroughly consistent with the utter-
ances of Herbert Hoover as the Republican candidate for
President throughout the campaign and thoroughly consistent
with the Republican platform adopted at Kansas City.

Mr. FRAZIER, Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator yield to the
Senator from North Dakota?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. FRAZIER. I would like to ask the Senator from In-
diana if he believes the message and the statements made by
the President during the campaign were consistent with the
arguments urged against the debenture plan in the letter to the
chairman of the Committee on Agriculture.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Yes, Mr. President; I was just
coming to that.

On the 20th day of April, 1929, the President wrote a letter
addressed to the Hon. Crarres L. McNary, United States Sen-
ate. I shall not read the letter in full, because every Senator
here is familiar with its contents, but I will read the opening
paragraph, in answer to the Senator’s query.

My Dear Mg, BeNATOR:. On April 12 I received a call from yourself
and Benators CArPER, HEFLIN, NoRBECK, and RANSDELL, acting as a sub-
committee of the Senate Committee on Agriculture, requesting my opin-
fon on the “ export debenture plan” for agricultural relief, since it is
a complete departure from the principles already debated during the
campalgn,

That is the answer to the Senator’'s question. In the course
of that letter from the President he gave 10 reasons why he
was opposed and is opposed to the debenture plan. I shall not
read further from the letter in that connection. The contents,
as I said, are familiar to all the Members of the Senate.

Mr. NORBECK. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?
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Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield.

Mr. NORBECK. Did I understand the Senator correctly to
state that the position of the President is all right because he
did not promise the farmers much?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. No, Mr. President. I wish the
Senator had been here throughout this discussion. I have not
hesitated to state what the President himself said on different
occasions, that the President promised ceriain things, and the
President has complied with those promises and fulfilled them all.

Mr. NORBECK. Did he ever promise the farmers a standard
of living like that of other people in the country?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Yes, Mr, President; and I think
this legislation is the beginning of that very happy condition we
hope to bring about.

Mr. NORBECK. It is only the beginning?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Exactly; that is all that any-
one can claim for it; but it is better to start and get the thing
under way than to continue to be inactive year after year and
make no start in the right direction.

Mr. NORBECK and Mr. BARKLEY addressed the Chair.

Mr, ROBINSON of Indiana. Of course, this is not the end;
this is the beginning.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator yield; and if
g0, to whom?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield further to the Senator
from South Dakota.

Mr. NORBECK. I wish the Senator would analyze the 10
reasons. He will find that 2 of them, for instance, are that,
first, the farmers will not get the benefit of the debenture, and,
second, that it will give them such a big advantage that they
will overproduce and ruin themselves.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. No, Mr. President. In the event
the aid were rendered to the farmer, said the President, in the
end it would work to the disadvantage of the farmer also.
it Mr.?NORBECK. It is a certainty that it can not do both, is

not

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. No; the President makes a case
on both gides of the guestion and shows that if those who con-
tended either way were right the debenture in the end would
not benefit the farmer.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President——

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. In just a moment. Before I
vield, my opinion is that even the farmers from the great State
of South Dakota are opposed to the debenture in its present
form, as suggested, though the Senator knows more about his
own State than I do, of course.

I now yield to the Senator frem Kentucky.

Mr. BARKLEY. I read from the platform of the Republican
Party of 1924:

The Republican Party pledges itself to the development and enactment
of measures which will place the agricultural interests of America on a
basis of economic equality with other industry to insure its prosperity
and success. .

Was that part of the platform carried out?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr, President, the Republican
Party has unguestionably been working on a plan of farm relief
for years. Of course, there has been much difference of opinion,
as the Senator well knows, and there is still some difference of
opinion, but in the end the Republican Party will, as usual, solve
this question and this problem as it has solved every other prob-
lem with which it has been confronted in the history of the
country.

Mr. BARKLEY. It made practically the same promise in
1920—eight years ago—and the situation had gotten worse by
1924, In the platform of 1928 I find this language:

The Republican Party pledges itself to the development and enact-
ment of measures which will place the agricultural interests of America
on a basls of economic eguality with other industries to insure its
prosperity and success.

That is an exact copy of the promise made four years ago.
Inasmuch as this promise was made in 1928, it was a confession
that the promise made in 1924 was not carried out. What part
of the Republican Party has been working on the solution of
this problem for the last four years?

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana
yield to his colleague?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield to my colleague.

Mr. WATSON. I want to say to my good friend from Ken-
tucky, in reply to his question, that seven years ago there were
very few people in the United States who were willing even to
admit that there was a farm problem. The House was Repub-
lican and the Senate Republican, and the Congress that met
about that time began the consideration of the farm question,
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and they debated it. At that time the House passed what was
known as the Haugen bill. It came over to the Senate and the
Senate debated it, and it was defeated.

In the next Congress, both branches again being Republican,
the question once more came up for consideration. The House
again passed it. It came over and the Senate passed it, being
a Republican body. In the next Congress, the House being
Republican, it again was taken up and passed there. It came
over here and was passed by practically a two-thirds majority.

By the debates in both House and Senate in the successive
Congresses, from a condition in which it was believed by scarcely
anybody that there was a farm problem, public opinion was
lashed to such a state that both political platforms last year
declared it to be the foremost of all American problems, and
both eandidates pledged themselves to its Immediate solution
over and above any other guestion that confronts and perplexes
the American people.

So I maintain that successive Republican Congresses, by hav-
ing constantly and surely had this question to the front, have
brought it to a situation where to-day it is demanded of the
present Congress, called by the President for that purpose on
a platform pledged to this very policy.

It is quite trne that a Republican President, I will say to
my good friend in anticipating his question, twice vetoed the
bill; but, nevertheless, the Republican representatives of all
those States in both Hounse and Senate, obedient to the demands
of the people, brought the question to such a state that to-day
it is the foremost of all questions, and so declared by both plat-
forms. Therefore I deny that the Republican Party has done
nothing toward the solution of the question.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indi-
ana yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I will yield to the Senator in
just a moment. I want to make an observation first.

I thank my colleague for what he has just suggested. What
has been said by my colleague is, of course, frue; and evidently
the country believes that the Republican Party has been making
an effort to solve the problem and has been accomplishing
something, because in 1920, overwhelmingly, the people decided
that the Republican Party was correct in what it was trying to
do. In 1924—and the Senator read from the party platform of
that year—again the Republican Party was overwhelmingly
successful. In 1928—and the Senator read from that platform—
it became almost unanimous, so I am surprised that the Sen-
ator should hark back over the years to read from the two
platforms,

I yield now to the Senafor from Kentucky.

Mr. BARKLEY. Following a similar declaration in 1920,
and another one of the same nature in 1924, and still another
one in identical language in 1928, admitting that during all the
eight years there had been no progress except in conversa-
tion, we may look forward with anticipation to a similar plat-
form in 1932, based upon the failure of the party in power to
do any more in the next four years than it has done in the
past eight years.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I assume that what the Senator
has just stated was told by him to his people in Kentucky last
year; but notwithstanding the eloquence of the able Senator
from Kentucky, his State went Republican by 178,000.

Mr. BARKLEY. Not on the agricultural question.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Did not the Senator discuss
agriculture in Kentucky last year?

Mr. BARKLEY. I discussed many things.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Did he discuss this question?

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; I discussed agriculture, but not by
itself. Neither did Indiana go Republican purely on the agri-
cultural question. If it had, it might have repudiated the
Senator from Indiana, who was elected notwithstanding the
fact that he then opposed the position now taken by the Presi-
dent.

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana
yield to the Senator fromr Ohio?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield.

Mr. FESS. I had hoped that the discussion would avoid
merely political partisan issues, but I would like to have the
privilege from my friend fromm Indiana to state to the Senator
from Kentucky that in 1920 a pledge was made and in the
administrations of Harding and Coolidge 16 different measures,
separate and distinet, pertaining to agriculture, recommended
by the best agricultural talent in America, were enacted into
law, pronounced by William Jennings Bryan as the greatest
program of farm rehabilitation ever undertaken by any counfry.

Later an anthority no less than the American Farm Bureau
made its report through its secretary enumerating 26 different
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measures, all applying to the farnr situation, and stated in its
report that the program was the greatest program of farm legis-
lation in all the history of the country from the adoption of the
Constitution to the present time. That is as high an authority
on agriculture as we can now find so far as I know.

Mr. BARKLEY and Mr. BROOKHART addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana
yield; and if so, to whom?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana.
Towa.

Mr. BROOKHART. I want to call attention to the fact that
those 26 great measures for the farmers of the United States
got them into more trouble all the time and increased their
debts and increased their difficulties and increased the fore-
closure of their mortgages. They were little, trifling things
compared to the main problem.

Mr. FESS. All of which the Senator from Towa supported
and urged.

Mr. BROOKHART. I supported somre of them and pointed
out that they meant but very little at the time. I remember the
intermediate credit bank legislation. I tried to change that
inte a cooperative-bank plan. All those other things were
merely trifling things. They did not meet the farm problem.
The farm problem was solved at one time in this country.
When the Food Administration was created and when the
Wheat Corporation was created the farm problem was solved
and the farmers got the best prices and had the best prosperity
they have ever had in all the history of agriculture. When the
time came to dissolve and discontinue those agencies, the great
man who had nranaged them through all their success opposed
their discontinuanece, and if Herbert Hoover's advice had been
listened to then, and if the Government had been kept in busi-
ness—if that is what the Senator is pleased to call it—if it had
continued to fix the price of those products at the cost of pro-
duction plus a reasonable profit, the farmers would not have
been deflated and the farm problem would not have existed as
it does to-day.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Then let us follow Herbert
Hoover's advice now. If the Senator from Iowa feels that his
advice is good and safe and sound, let us follow Herbert
Hoover's advice new. That is what the country expects us
to do.

I want to invite the attention of the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. BarkLEY] to a statement made, since he has been reading
statements from the Republican platform. I want to read a
statement from a great Democrat, the last Democratic President
of the United States, Woodrow Wilson. In the last 32 years
we have had only one Democratic President. For some cause
or other the people seem to distrust Democratic administra-
tions. » Woodrow Wilson was President from March 4, 1913, to
March 4, 1921, eight years. The day before he went out of
office, March 3, 1921, when he vetoed the agricultural tariff for
the farmers of the country, he being the last Democratic Presi-
dent the country has had, used this language, and this statement
is to be found at the end of his message to Congress :

1 do not believe that the sober judgment of the masses of the people
of the Nation, or even of the special class whose interests are imme-
diately affected by this measure, will sanction a return, especially in
view of conditions which lend even less justification for such action, to
a policy of legislation for selfish interests which will foster monopoly
and increase the disposition to look upon the Government as an instru-
ment for private gain instead of an instrument for the promotion of the
general well-being. Such a policy is antagonistic to the fundamental
principle of equal and exact justice to all, and can only serve to revive
the feeling of irritation on the part of the great masses of the people
and of lack of confidence in the motives of rulers and the results of
government,

I yield to the Senator from

Woobprow WILSON,
T WmTE House, March 8, 1921

And, Mr, President, does it not amaze you to find there in
brackets the words “ applause on the Democratic side”? That
special class was the class composed of American farmers and
those words were uttered by the last Democratic President of
this eountry on March 3, 1921, the day before he went out of
office. So evidently the Democratic Party considered the farmer
to be of a special class that irritates “the great masses of the
people.” So, at any rate, said Woodrow Wilson,

I yield now to the Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. BARKLEY. Since those immortal words were uttered,
being a correct statement of a principle for which the Demo-
cratic Party stands, and for which all parties are standing, I
am sure no measure has been enacted by Congress under other
administrations which have granted special privileges to the
classes. It is by reason of those special privileges granted to
two special classes that the farmer is in the situation he is in
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to-day. If the Republican Congress saw fit to grant special
privileges to certain classes, where is the inconsistency in under-
taking to give the farmer the same advantage that others claim
by reason of such special legislation?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Does the statement T have just
quoted reflect the views of the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr, BARKLEY. Yes; broadly.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Then the Senator feels that this
gpecial class deserves no special treatment.

Mr. BARKELEY. The Senator did not understand me to say
that. If the Senator properly understood my words he under-
stood me to say that because of special legislation enacted since
those words were nitered granting to others the right to exploit
the great majority of the people we may expect the farmer has
the right to expect that he should be kept on an equal economic
basis with other interests of the country.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana, I simply wanted to - know
whether the Senator from Kentucky subscribed to those views.

Mr. BARKLEY. I subscribe to them as a general govern-
mental party policy.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana
yield to the Senator from New York?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield.

Mr. COPELAND. Is it not reasonable to believe that in estab-
lishing an economie policy for the country we have to place all
groups and classes upon the same basis? If we are to have a
policy of high protection which of necessity will increase the cost
of everything we use, if we are to have the labor union that in-
creases the cost of labor, the farmer being a victim of both the
high cost incident to fixing the tariff and the high cost due to
the fixing of wages, is it not logical to conclude that the farmer
too cught to be given the same attention? That is the view I
take of it. I think we ought either to tear down the protective
tariff and destroy the labor union, both unthinkable, or else
we should place the farmer on the same plane of economic
equality.

I supported Mr, Wilson. I am not familiar with the details
of the particular message from which the Senator from Indiana
quoted. What he had in mind was that with a more reasonable
protective tariff there would not be the oeccasion to give the
farmer that relief which he thought to be class legislation. But
now we are engaged in a policy. I think the real reason why
those words were uttered was that it was his thought that we
might elevate the tariff so high for the benefit of the manufactur-
ing clags that it would be detrimental to the agricultural class.
If we are going to do that, certainly in all good conscience we
should give to the farmer the benefit of the same sort of
legislation. That is the way it strikes me and that is the rea-
son why I am favoring some kind of legislation that will help
the farmer and lift him to the same plane of economiec pros-
perity that the manufacturer enjoys to-day.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. Mr. President, I think I would
prefer to conclude in the morning, if that will be agreeable to
the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President:

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. La ForrerTE in the chair).
Does the Senator from Indiana yield to the Senator from
Oregon?

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield if I do not thereby lose
the floor.

Mr. McNARY, Mr. President, I am advised that the Senator
from Indiana desires to conclude his address to-morrow. For
that reason I move that the Senate adjourn until 12 o'clock
noon to-morrow,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator move an
adjournment?

Mr. McNARY. I move an adjournment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will advise the
Senator from Indiana that he ean mnot retain the floor
if an adjournment is taken. Does the Senator from Indiana
ylleld? for the purpose of an adjournment being moved at this
time

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I suggest that we had befter
take a recess until 12 o’clock to-morrow,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Indiana has
the floor.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I will assume that there will
be no objection to-morrow to my finishing the remarks which I
have begun this afternoon. I think 20 minutes will be sufficient
to enable me to conclude to-morrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Indiana no
doubt will be recognized by the occupant of the chair to-morrow
when the unfinished business shall be laid before the Senate.
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Mr. President, will my colleague yield to me?

Mr. WATSON.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I yield.

Mr. WATSON., BMr. President, I promised several Senators
that there would be an adjournment to-night, and I hope the
understanding will be ecarried out in good faith.

Mr, McNARY. Mr. President:

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from In-
diana yield to the Senator from Oregon for the purpose of mov-
ing an adjournment? -

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I am perfectly willing that
an adjournment shall be taken at this time.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr McNARY. I move that the Senate adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o'clock and 17 minutes
p. m.) the Senafe adjourned until to-morrow, Tuesday, May T,
1929, at 12 o'clock meridian.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Moxpay, May 6, 1929

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered
the following prayer:

Lord God of life and light, whom we love and trust, as the reach
of our influence is near and far, direct and strong, we earnestly
seek Thy guidance. Our lives are sacred trusts not only for our-
selves but for many others. If we use them wisely, they shall
be helped and shall be led to keep the grasp of their faith on
powers that shape, hold, and transform society. Oh, may we
take the wisdom and the sunlight of God and fling them back to
men in sweet and blessed fragrance. However difficult our task
and problems, give us courage and confidence. Keep us good
at heart, doing our duty; ever diligent, faithful, and patient all
the hours through. Father of mercies, we wait. One of us
has just learned heaven’'s mysteries and beheld heaven's glory.
Time has eased his grief and death has purged all darkness
from his eyes. O prepare us for the great transition. In Thy
name, Amen,

The Journal of the proceedings of Friday, May 3, 1929, was
read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Craven, its principal elerk,
announced that the Senate had passed with an amendment, in
which the concurrence of the House is requested, a joint reso-
lution of the House of the following title:

H. J.Res. 59, Joint resolution to extend the provisions of
Public Resolution No. 92, Seventieth Congress, approved Feb-
ruary 25, 1929,

ADJUSTMENT OF THE TARIFF

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for five minutes,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon asks unani-
mous consent to proceed for five minutes. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, the readjusted tariff bill will
be ready for introduction to-morrow at noon. [Applause.]
The committee has had printed as a committee print for the
use of Members and of the press 1,000 copies of the bill and
also 1,000 copies of a tentative statement which will later con-
stitute the body of the report when the bill has been formally
reported by the committee.

The tentative report, or statement, for the use of the Mem-
bers and the press for their information as to what has been
done, will consist, first, of a statement by the chairman of the
general purposes of the bill. Then there will follow a report
by each subcommittee which had charge of the several schedules.
For instance, there will be Schedule 1, chemiecals, oils, and
paints, which was considered by a subcommittee consisting
of the gentleman from Washington [Mr. Haprey], chairman,
the gentleman from Rhode Island [Mr. AvpricH], and the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr, Frear]. They will make such state-
ment of the changes effected in that schedule as they desire.
Following that, as will be true as to each schedule, the schedule
will be printed under the Ramseyer rule. The existing law
will be printed with the eliminated portions inclosed in black
brackets and the new and additional matter, including the rates,
will be printed in italics, so that by reference to any schedule
or any paragraph it can readily be seen what the changes are.

A copy of the bill and this tentative statement will be de-
livered to the office of each Member to-morrow at noon and
copies will be placed in the press gallery at the same hour.
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